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regrettably wide. But I take pride in saying
that, in our case, the reforms were imple-
mented with considerable success almost
from the start, sweeping the small power-
elite from domination and speeding Iran on
the road to membership with the more ad-
vanced industrial nations.

Along with success in social reforms, there
have been phenomental gains in the imple-
mentation of our development programs. In
1965, the Gross National Product in Iran
rose by 11.9%, and, in 1966, by 9.5%—in
both cases one of the highest in the world.
Last year industrial investment rose by 16%.
Whereas, in 1953, our total imports amounted
to only $115-mililon, in 1966 it reached al-
most one billion.

The prosperity and stability thus gained,
coupled with fantastic potentials, have gone
a long way to attracting a great inflow of
tourists and of foreign capital to Iran.

For all this the Iranian nation owes a debt
of gratitude to the initiative and farsighted-
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ness of its dynamic leader. His Imperial
Majesty the Shahanshah of Iran, who de-
clared a long time ago that to reign over a
land beset with poverty ana illiteracy is no
source of pride or satisfaction, The Shahan-
shah set the revolutionary goals before the
nation in the national referendum of Jan-
uary 26, 1963. Said he, and I quote:

“We set ourselves to accomplish far-reach-
ing social reforms, economic reconstruction
commensurate with democratic ideals, de-
velopment of education, international co-
operation and respect for moral beliefs, as
well as individual and soclal freedom.”

The revolution can now be examined not
simply for the goals promised in the first
flush of enthuslasm, but for what has actu-
ally been accomplished. The present Exhibit
is thus brought to you not only to illustrate
seventy centuries of Iran’s history, rich
heritage and culture, but also to portray her
achlevements of the past decade. The work
ahead Is still vast, allowing for no compla-
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cency; but what has been accomplished is
most encouraging and, to all of us, highly
rewarding.

Before concluding, I wish to express my
sincere thanks to the Regents and the Secre-
tary of the Smithsonian Institution, as well
as to the distinguished President and mem-
bers of the Board of Directors of the Iran-
American Soclety, for their kindness in ar-
ranging the Exhibit and for their whole-
hearted support and invaluable contribu-
tion toward better understanding and closer
cultural ties between Iran and the United
States,

I now take pleasure in inviting you all to
view the Exhibit.

Mr. Speaker, His Imperial Majesty the
Shahanshah of Iran is respected and
admired not only by his countrymen, but
the entire world and is a beacon of light
in the Middle East.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

FripAY, SEPTEMBER 29, 1967

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

They that wait upon the Lord shall
renew their strength.—Isaiah 40: 31.

Our Father in heaven and on earth,
we, the representatives of the people of
our land, bow bhefore Thee humbly
praying for strength, for guidance, and
for good will from Thee. Make this a
sacred moment in which we become
aware of Thy presence, a moment when
strength is given, guidance provided, and
good will arises anew within us.

We need Thee, every hour we need
Thee. We hurry too much, we eat too
fast, we sleep too little, and then wonder
why we are weary and worried and worn
out. As we wait upon Thee renew our
strength, restore our spirits, reinvigorate
our minds, that this day we may think
good thoughts, make wise decisions, and
do it all free from tension and filled with
faith, Trusting in Thee, may we sing
even in the rain. In the Master's name
we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of
yesterday was read and approved.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I take this time for the purpose of asking
the distinguished gentleman from
Louisiana the program for the remainder
of this week and the agenda for next.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. BOGGS. In response to the re-
quest of the distinguished minority lead-
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er, the program for today has previously
been announced, as the Members know,
as the bill to amend the Packers and
Stockyards Act of 1921.

Upon conclusion of the consideration
of that legislation the House will adjourn
until Monday next, permission having
been granted on yesterday, upon the
request of the majority leader.

On Monday we have a very heavy
calendar and, I might say, we have had
very heavy legislative business on Mon-
days for the past month or so. On Mon-
day we will have the Consent Calendar.

There are seven suspensions scheduled:

H.R. 4903, to provide for the economic
and social development in the Ryukyu
Islands;

S. 223, to authorize the disposal of
Government-owned long-lines com-
munications facilities in the State of
Alaska;

H.R. 5943, to change the method of
computing retired pay of certain enlisted
members of the Armed Forces;

H.R. 9796, to authorize the extension
of certain naval vessel loans now in
existence;

H.R. 4772, to authorize the Secretaries
concerned to direct initiation of allot-
ments of pay and allowances of certain
members of the Armed Forces;

H.R. 11767, to authorize the Secretary
of the Navy to adjust legislative juris-
diction of the U.S. Naval Station, Long
Beach, Calif.; and

H.R. 12910, to establish a Judge Advo-
cate General’s Corps in the Navy.

On Tuesday and Wednesday: Tuesday
is Private Calendar day; to be followed
by House Joint Resolution 853, making
continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 1968; S. 676, obstruction of erimi-
nal investigations, to be considered un-
der open rule, with 1 hour of debate; and
H.R. 1411, false representations by mail,
also with an open rule and 1 hour to
debate.

On Thursday and Friday of next week
there are Jewish holidays, and we have
not scheduled any business for those 2
days.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker will the
gentleman yield ?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Does the gentleman from Louisiana,
the acting majority leader, think we will
get the conference report on the public
works bill next week?

Mr. BOGGS. I think so. I think the
conference report has been agreed to. Of
course, that is the military construction
conference report. I do not know about
the public works bill generally. As the
gentleman knows, however, conference
reports are always in order.

DISPENSING WITH BUSINESS IN
ORDER UNDER THE CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY RULE ON WEDNES-
DAY NEXT

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the business in order
under the Calendar Wednesday rule be
dispensed with on Wednesday next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana ?

There was no objection.

L. T. “TEX” EASLEY RETIRING

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, after 30
yvears of service with the Associated
Press, L. T. “Tex” Easley is retiring.
During my years here in Washington,
I have come to know Tex and his lovely
wife, Bonita, as neighbors and friends,
as well as by my association with him
here on Capitol Hill,

Tex embodies the very highest moral
and ethical standards and is an out-
standing example of a responsible re-
porter.

While T am aware that his “retire-
ment” will consist of hard work, I wish
him every success in his new endeavor
and look forward to many more years of
pleasant association with him.

GOV. FARRIS BRYANT LEAVING OEP

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. SIKES, Mr. Speaker, Farris Bry-
ant, Director of the Office of Emergency
Planning, is going home to Florida. For
18 months he has rendered distin-
guished service as one of the strong
forces in the Executive Office of the Pres-
ident. Those of us who have known Farris
through the years, and watched his ded-
icated work in the Florida Legislature,
followed by his outstanding services as
Governor of our State, expected no less
than an equally outstanding perform-
ance in Washington.

Governor Bryant is a man who has a
deep faith in the vitality of America’s
legislative processes and a dedication to
the principles of constitutional govern-
ment. He leaves Washington to return to
his professional and business interests
with increased stature and with a wider
circle of friends who admire his quali-
ties and contributions.

SUPPORTING THE MARINES IN
CONTHIEN

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Kentucky?

There was no objection.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, today over
a battalion of our Marines are under at-
tack on three sides on the Conthien
Salient. I strongly urge that the strength
of the United States be placed behind
these men who for days have undergone
heavy, unrelenting, incessant bombard-
ment and vicious attacks.

Such action as is necessary to save
every life possible must be taken. While I
do not support the policy which placed
our men there, I do and will continue to
support them.

The seriousness of the situation in the
I Corps area is such as to require im-
mediate action and our fervent, heartfelt
prayers.

M-16 RIFLE

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the genfleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, today I
received direct firsthand confirmation of
some additional sorry facts about the
M-16 rifle mess in Vietnam.

First, hard-pressed marines in the
thick of fighting still did not have guns
retrofitted with the new buffer assembly
as of September 16.

Early in August the Congress was told
by Defense officials that a sufficient sup-
ply of the new parts had been produced
to equip all guns in combat service.
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Manufacture of the buffer assemblies
had begun last December, when it was
clear that ball-type ammunition still
used in the M-16's causes such an in-
crease in rate of fire as to result in fre-
quent gun failure.

In my view, failure of the Defense De-
partment to retrofit all M-16 rifles in
combat service long ago is absolutely
scandalous, Because of this failure ma-
rines in Vietnam go into combat duty
without dependable rifles.

Second, these same hard-pressed ma-
rines, then serving on Hill 52 in Vietnam,
were ordered to lie about the perform-
ance of the M-16 rifle when an official
inspection team believed to have in-
cluded several Congressmen, visited the
area in early June of this year.

All of them felt compelled to follow
orders and did actually lie, telling the
inspectors the gun worked fine even after
it had been fired for several thousand
rounds. Actually, in at least one case, a
marine had been able to get less than
300 rounds through the gun and the ex-
perience of others had been even worse.

Congress should probe deeply enough
to fix precisely the blame for the orders
to lie, and for the failure to get all com-
bat weapons retrofitted promptly.

This is an unconscionable outrage, and
some heads should roll.

WHAT IS SAUCE FOR THE GOOSE
IS SAUCE FOR THE GANDER

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr, HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I read in the
press that the University of Virginia had
asked the Prime Minister of Rhodesia
to come there to make a speech, and it
was suggested that he would not be
granted a visa. I have taken this matter
up with the State Department. I do not
necessarily agree with the Prime Minis-
ter of Rhodesia on his position, but I
do think he has a right to express his
opinion. I have told the State Depart-
ment that if they do not give him a visa,
I would like to have them come before
my subcommittee and explain why they
would give a passport to Stokely Car-
michael but not a visa to Ian Smith.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present,

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum f{s
not present.

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 286]

Abbitt Anderson, 111,  Arends
Abernethy Anderson, Ashley
Adams Tenn. Aspinall
Addabbo Andrews, Ala. Barrett
Albert Annunzio Belcher
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Bevill Hall Price, Tex.
Biester Halleck Pucinski
Bingham Halpern Quillen
Elanton Hammer- Rarick
Brademas schmidt Rees
Brock Hanna Reifel
Brown, Ohio Harrison Resnick
Burke, Fla. Harvey Reuss
Bush Hathaway Rivers
Button Heckler, Mags, Ronan
Byrnes, Wis. Helstoski Rooney, Pa.
Cahill Henderson Rosenthal
Casey Holland Roudebush
Celler Hosmer Roush
Clark Ichord Sandman
Clausen, Jacobs 5t Germain
Don H. Jones, Ala. Schadeberg
Cleveland Jones, N.C. Scherle
Colller Karth Selden
Colmer Kazen Bhriver
Corman Eeith Slack
Cowger Eelly Smith, Iowa
Curtis KEing, N.Y. Stafford
Davis, Wis. Kirwan Staggers
Dawson Eluczynski Steed
de la Garza Eornegay Steiger, Ariz.
Delaney Eupferman Stratton
Dent Euykendall Stubblefield
Derwinski Eyl Sullivan
Devine Landrum Taft
Diggs Lennon Taylor
Dulski Long, La. Thompson, N.J.
Edwards, La. MeCarthy Thomson, Wis,
Eilberg MecCulloch Tiernan
Eshleman Macdonald, Tunney
Everett E Utt
Evins, Tenn. Madden Waggonner
lon Mathias, Md Wampler
Farbstein Maeslkill Watkins
Feighan Michel Watson
Fino Mink Whalen
Ford, Minshall Whalley
Willlam D,  Mize Whitten
Fountain Moorhead Widnall
Frelinghuysen Morgan Wiggins
Fulton, Tenn. Morse, Mass, Williams, Miss.
Fuqua Morton, Williams, Pa
Galifianakis Moss Willis
Gallagher Multer Wilson, Bob
Gardner Murphy, N.Y. Wolff
Garmatz Nedzi Wyatt
Gilbert Nelsen Wydler
Goodell Nix Wylie
Gray O'Hara, Mich. Wyman
Green, Pa, O'Konski Yates
Griffiths Ottinger Zion
Grover Pike Zwach
Gurney Poff
Hagan Pool

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 247
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum,

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

ATTENDANCE IN THE HOUSE ON
FRIDAYS

Mr, VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 1
minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. VANIK, Mr. Speaker, it is my un-
derstanding that several days ago 28
Members of the House of Representa-
tives addressed a letter to the Speaker
complaining about the fac’ that we do
not have business on Fridays. I think to-
day’s rolleall will indicate that almost
one-half the men who signed this letter
addressed to the Speaker are not present
today. I think something ought to be
done about it.

Of the 28 signers of this letter urging
Friday and Saturday sessions, the follow-
ing 12 are absent today: Hon. WILLIAM
O. CowceR, Hon. Dan KUYKENDALL, Hon.
GEeorGeE BusH, Hon. Epwarp BIESTER, Hon.
Joun ZwacH, Hon. BosB Price, Hon.
CHARLES Sanpman, Hon. Rocer Z1on, Hon.
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MARGARET HECKLER, Hon. CHARLES WHA-
LEN, Hon. Sam StEIGER, and Hon. CHAL-
MERS WYLIE.

If the House of Representatives’ rec-
ords are further checked, they will reveal
that several of the signers of this letter
have among the worst attendance records
in the Congress.

AMENDMENT OF PACKERS AND
STOCKYARDS ACT

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 921 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H.REs. 921

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
10673) to amend title III of the Packers and
Stockyards Act of 1921, as amended. After
general debate, which shall be confined to
the bill and shall continue not to exceed one
hour, to be equally divided and controlled by
the chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Agriculture, the bill
shall be read for amendment under the five-
minute rule. At the conclusion of the con-
sideration of the bill for amendment, the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and the previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the bill
and amendments thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except one mo-
tion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Missouri is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. Lartal, pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 921
provides for a 1 hour open rule, making
in order consideration of H.R. 10673, to
amend title III of the Packers and Stock-
yards Act of 1921, as amended.

To the best of my knowledge there is
no opposition whatsoever to the rule and
very little, if any, to the legislation itself.

I therefore reserve the remainder of
of my time.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I agree
wholeheartedly with the remarks just
made by the gentleman from Missouri.

This resolution provides for an open
rule with 1 hour of debate. The purposes
of the bill are: First, to make clear that
a stockyard owner has the responsibility
and right to manage his stockyard in a
just, reasonable, and nondiseriminatory
manner; second, to require persons op-
erating at the stockyard to conduct their
operations in a manner which will foster,
preserve, and insure an efficient, com-
petitive public market. The bill express-
ly provides that no person can engage in
business at the stockyard as a market
agency or a dealer unless the stockyard
owner has determined that his services
will be beneficial to the business and
welfare of the stockyard and its patrons
and customers. It would relieve the
stockyard owner or market agency of a
duty to furnish stockyard services to all
persons upon reasonable request without
discrimination, but would provide that
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all stockyard services furnished pursuant
to reasonable request at a stockyard must
be reasonable and nondiscriminatory.

The Packers and Stockyards Act was
encated in 1921 in response to flagrant
and deceptive practices in the livestock
and meat industries, including the mo-
nopolistic control of livestock marketing
facilities through ownership and control
of the facilities by several large packing
firms. The Congress passed the act, set-
ting up a system of regulation, based on
the principle that the major terminal
stockyards were monopolies and should
be treated as ‘“great national public
utilities” whose existence and funection
was essential to the flow of commerce.

However, major changes have taken
place in the livestock industry since the
enactment of the Packers and Stock-
yards Act: First, the terminal markets—
where livestock is sold after negotiations
between commission sellers and buyers,
and the stockyard owner provides the fa-
cilities and certain services, and the
actual selling is done by the commission
sellers—are no longer in a monopolistic
position because they are surrounded by
2,200 auction markets and thousands of
packer and dealer buying stations; sec-
ond, today most of the packing plants are
located throughout the country areas
away from the terminal markets. In
these circumstances, it is necessary that
stockyard owners exercise such manage-
ment and control over their stockyards
and the persons operating thereon that
they are able to preserve and maintain
an efficient, competitive market.

This bill applies to terminal stockyards
and auction markets. The question of
stockyard owners’ rights, however, has
arisen primarily at terminal markets, At
an auction market there is no question
about the right of the auction operator
to manage and regulate the market.

The need for the terminal stockyard
owner to have clearcut authority to man-
age the stockyard arises from the fact
that the stockyard owner provides the
facilities, while the actual selling is done
by the commission firms. Some stock-
yard owners have investments exceed-
ing $15 million. The commission firms at
a terminal market are, in effect, the sell-
ing arm of the stockyard. The stockyard
company’s existence is dependent upon
the ability of the commission firms at the
stockyards to obtain consignments to the
market. If the firms at the stockyard
do not support the market, and the
stockyard owner has no control over this
matter, the stockyard owner can be
forced to close his business.

Most market agencies selling livestock
at terminal stockyards conduct their ac-
tivities in a manner which will foster,
preserve, and insure an efficient, com-
petitive public market. Others, however,
engage in practices which are not in the
best interests of the market or patrons
of the market.

Also, some commission firms engaged
in business at terminal stockyards exert
more effort in getting shippers and buy-
ers to bypass the stockyards than they
exert in getting business to be handled
at the stockyards.

The Department of Agriculture be-
lieves that the enactment of the pro-
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posed legislation with the amendments
proposed will clarify and extend the au-
thority of stockyard owners in a manner
which will be beneficial to the livestock
industry, while preserving the right of
the Secretary to prevent an abuse of such
authority.

The enactment of this proposed bill
would not require any additional funds
for its enforcement.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. PURCELL, Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 10673) to amend title
III of the Packers and Stockyards Act of
1921, as amended.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Texas.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 10673, with
Mr. Brooks in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. PURCELL]
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and the
gentlewoman from Washington [Mrs.
May] will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Chairman, if there
are any questions with respect to this
measure, I am sure that the gentlewoman
from Washington [Mrs. Ma¥], or I or
any one of the members of the committee
present, will be glad to answer them.

Mr. Chairman, the primary purpose of
this bill is to make clear that a stock-
yard owner has the responsibility and
right to manage his stockyard in a just,
reasonable, and nondiscriminatory man-
ner, and to require persons operating at
the stockyard to conduct their operation
in a manner which will foster, preserve,
and insure an efficient and competitive
market. It preserves to the Secretary of
Agriculiure the right to prevent any
abuse of authority by the stockyard with
respect to the exercise of any of the
rights that this bill gives.

This bill relieves the stockyard owner
or market agency of a duty to furnish
stockyard services to all persons merely
because they request such services. This
is a change to the present law, and is
necessitated as part of the attempt here
to get away from the outdated concept
that these terminal stockyards are “great
national public utilities.” This bill pro-
vides that no person can engage in busi-
ness at a stockyard as a market agency
or a dealer unless first, the stockyard
owner has determined that his services
will be beneficial to the business and wel-
fare of the stockyard and its patrons
and customers, and second, that this de-
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termination is not unreasonable or un-
justly discriminatory.

Mr. Chairman, the purposes of this
bill, and the necessity for its passage, can
best be understood in terms of the effect
of the changing times on this vital
industry.

Fifty years ago, the great terminal
markets existed in an attitude of near
monopoly. There were abuses of power by
several large packing firms. The abuses
included the monopolistic control of
livestock marketing facilities. In re-
sponse to these and other flagrant and
deceptive practices, Congress passed the
present Packers and Stockyards Act,
which declared that the major terminal
stockyards were monopolies and should
be treated as “great national public
utilities.”

A terminal market sells livestock by
negotiation between commission sellers
and buyers. The stockyards owner pro-
vides the facilities and certain services,
and the actual selling is done by the com-
mission sellers. This type of operation is
different from auction stockyards, where
one person or firm operates the facilities
selling livestock at public auction to the
highest bidder, although today many ter-
minal markets also sell a considerable
volume of livestock at auction on certain
days of the week.

The passage of time has not treated
these institutions kindly. From their
former powerful position, the terminal
markets have fallen far. Today these
markets are surrounded by approxi-
mately 2,200 auction markets and thou-
sands of packers and dealer buying sta-
tions. Today, packers buy substantially
more livestock directly from producers
or others than from terminal markets.
The percentage of federally inspected
slaughter cattle bought at terminal mar-
kets has declined from 91 percent in 1925
to 34 percent in 1965. During the same
period, sales of slaughter hogs have
dropped from 82 to 26 percent.

Mr. Chairman, successful operation of
a terminal stockyard comes about from
a blending of the facilities and certain
services provided by a stockyard owner,
and the actual selling of livestock, which
is handled by commission firms. Cus-
tomarily, the stockyard owner will pro-
vide free space to commission firms, and
his income is dependent upon yardage
charges collected upon the livestock sold
by these commission firms. The commis-
sion firms are, in effect, the selling arm
of the stockyard. The continued existence
of the stockyard is dependent on the
ability of the commission firms at the
stockyards to obtain consignments to the
market.

It is readily obvious, then, that the
little business remaining to the terminal
markets is seriously jeopardized by any
unscrupulous practices in which commis-
slon firms might be engaged.

While the great majority of commis-
sion merchants are honest and reliable,
testimony before the Subcommittee on
Livestock and Grains of the House Com-
mittee on Agriculture revealed that some
commission firms are actually exerting
more effort to convince shippers and
buyers to do business away from the
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stockyard than in getting business to be
handled there.

In addition, some commission men do
not properly represent the best interests
of the shippers. They may have another
occupation, which prevents them from
giving their fullest effort toward sales
in the stockyard. Firms such as these are
often disinterested and/or inefficient,
and these attitudes result in a poor rep-
utation for the stockyard, as well as for
other commission firms which deal there.

To prevent recurrence of the abuses I
have mentioned, commission men at a
stockyard have sometimes attempted to
form themselves into livestock exchanges,
which are organizations of commission
men at a terminal market. In addition
to the other values and benefits which
accrue to such an organization, often
enough the exchange will attempt to pro-
vide a source of regulations designed to
foster better and more scrupulous prac-
tices at the market. However, because the
membership in the exchange is only vol-
untary, control is gained only over those
commission firms and individuals who
choose to belong. The common interpre-
tation of the present law is that the com-
mission firm which chooses not to be-
long to the exchange is free to continue
in any harmful practices it may choose
without fear of regulation. Thus, these
associations are virtually powerless to
relieve this most obvious problem in the
terminal markets, this situation is seri-
ous, indeed.

The logical answer to the problems
would be to specifically alter the present
Packers and Stockyards Act to give the
terminal market owner the power to en-
force reasonable restrictions designed to
provide for more efficient marketing at
his place of business, and to give a more
binding effect upon any regulations
adopted by the organizations of commis-
sion men who work at the stockyard.

This is the purpose of this legislation.
This bill would provide the necessary
power to the stockyard owner to regu-
late the matters I have been discussing.
The stockyard owner would be author-
ized to regulate or refuse to furnish fa-
cilities and services to a firm which is
not furthering the interests of the mar-
ket, subject to the Secretary of Agri-
culture’s supervision. The owner would
also be authorized by the bill to regu-
late any other matter at the stockyard
which is appropriate to foster, preserve,
or insure an efficient, competitive public
market, practices, for example, such as
a centralized computerized bookkeeping
and paying system would be allowed un-
der this legislation. This could replace
many separate accounting systems,
thereby leading to reduced marketing
cost.

Presently, stockyard owners are afraid
to put such practices into operation, be-
cause the ability of the stockyard owner
to regulate even these normal activities
is open to question. There is a great de-
gree of uncertainty as to whether or not
these owners can take many actions that
might normally appear appropriate to
a businessman, without laying themselves
open to money damages for exceeding
their authority. The bill would provide
reasonable guidelines which owner and
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commission agent alike could rely on in
the conduct of their business.

There is broad general support for this
bill. The Committee on Agriculture real-
ized that the present law creates a hard-
ship, not only for the stockyard owner
and commission agent, but for the buyers
and the livestock industry as a whole.
Both my learned colleagues, the gracious
gentlewoman from Washington, and my-
self were members of the National Com-~
mission on Food Marketing which unani-
mously recommended the enactment of
clarifying legislation in this murky area.
The Department of Agriculture also
strongly favors the enactment of this bill.

Initially, there was some question as
to whether or not this bill conflicted with
the holding of the Supreme Court in
Denver Union Stockyard Company V.
Producers Livestock Marketing Associa-
tion (356 U.S. 282), where the Court held
that the present Packers and Stockyards
Act does not permit a stockyard owner
to prevent a commission man, engaged
in his stockyard, from also engaging in
business at another regulated stockyard.
This is not the intent of the bill, but
neither is there here any intent to
broaden the scope of the Denver case be-
yond the limited scope set forth in the
committee report.

Mr. Chairman, the stockyards of today
are sad reflections of the thriving institu-
tion of half a century ago. The small per-
centage of livestock business that the
terminal markets are now receiving has
placed them in an economically vulner-
able situation. Since 1921, the percentage
of slaughter livestock being processed
through these markets has been steadily
declining, and the trend is expected to
continue unless, and perhaps even if, we
act favorably on this bill. There is no
longer a need for regulation of the stock-
yards as monopolies and only Congress
can provide the necessary surgery to give
stockyard owners the reasonable right
to mind their own businesses, commission
merchants the right to seek compliance
with reasonable regulations made by
them for better conduct of their business,
and the livestock industry the right to
except reasonably efficient marketing
practices which can achieve the best price
to the buyer for his product.

Presently, should the owner of the
stockyard attempt to make his stockyards
more efficient in operation through regu-
lation of the matters I have mentioned,
he is treading in an area where liability
and monetary damages can spring up
against him at any moment. Serious
questions of interpretation have not only
“muddied the water” in this area, but
have also rendered many stockyard
owners simply afraid to act.

The Denver Stockyards case, which I
mentioned previously, the Court said:

We are told, however, that the economics
of the business has changed, that while at
the passage of the act most livestock pur-

chases were at these stockyards, now & sub-
stantial portion, about 40 percent, it is said,
takes place at private livestock markets such
as feed yards and country points. * * * If
the Packers and Stockyards Act does not fit
the present economics of the business,
gsgroblam is presented for the Congress (p.
).
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Mr. Chairman, the present situation
facing these terminal stockyards, as
stated by the Supreme Court, represents
‘a mandate on us to act. We must act now
to avoid further hardship to this indus-
try. The present Packers and Stockyards
Act does not fit the present economics of
the business.

In summation, then, passage of this bill
is vitally needed. Its enactment would
cost nothing. It has broad support. It is
good legislation and was thoroughly ex-
amined. I urge its favorable consideration
here.

Mrs. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may desire to speak.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
HR. 10673, a bill to strengthen and
clarify stockyard owners’ rights and re-
sponsibilities with respect to the man-
agement of their stockyards.

The Packers and Stockyards Act,
passed by Congress and enacted in 1921,
set up a system of regulation of terminal
livestock markets based on the princi-
ple that they were monopolies and should
be treated as “great national public util-
ities.” At that time, most of the live-
stock sold passed through these terminal
markets, but today they are no longer in
a monopolistic position. Auetion mar-
kets and packer and dealer buying sta-
tions now receive most of the livestock
sold.

For example, in 1925, nine out of 10
federally inspected slaughter cattle were
bought at terminal markets, but, in
1965, the number had dropped to a little
over three out of 10. The comparable
decline in slaughter hogs has been from
three out of four in 1925 to less than one
out of four in 1965. For sheep, the decline
has been from eight out of 10 in 1925 to
about one out of four in 1965.

At these 50-some terminal markets,
the stockyard owner provides the facil-
ities, while the actual selling is done by
commission firms. The stockyard owner
furnishes free pen space to the commis-
sion firms, and the stockyard owner's
revenue is dependent upon the yardage
charges collected upon the livestock sold
by these firms.

Testimony developed in hearings held
before our Livestock and Grains Sub-
committee in June revealed that some
commission firms are actually using the
free pen space and facilities provided to
solicit business away from the stock-
yards. Sometimes it seems they work
harder at getting business away from the
stockyards than to them.

Not only is this practice unfair, but it
decreases business at the stockyards and
increases operating costs, making it
more expensive to handle livestock there.
This, in turn, is reflected in higher costs
of livestock to the buyers and eventually
to the consumers—while at the same
time tending to lower the prices received
by the producers.

The basic and fundamental thrust of
the legislation before us today is to per-
mit owners of these terminal market
stockyards to issue regulations that would
prohibit agencies using their free facil-
ities from soliciting business for their
competitors.

Mr. Chairman, this change seems alto-
gether fair and reasonable. One of the
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witnesses testifying before our subcom-
mittee made what seems to me an espe-
cially appropriate analogy. He said:

We feel that frequently we are in the same
position, let us say, as a depot, a traln sta-
tion down here where the airline puts a man
in the lobby who contacts every potential
customer who comes in to buy a railroad
ticket and they say “We can fly you faster and
cheaper and more comfortably—come out
and do business with us.” I do not think that
the railroads would put up with that very
long. I do not think that we should have to
put with a comparable situation.

It is important to keep in mind that
while the bill would make these needed
changes with respect to the stockyard
owners' right to manage his faeility, it
would also preserve to the Secretary of
Agriculture the right under the Packers
and Stockyards Act to prevent the abuse
of authority by the owner. The basic
regulatory authority under the Packers
and Stockyards Act would remain un-
changed.

Last year the National Commission on
Food Marketing, of which the distin-
guished gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Purcert] and I were members, filed its
comprehensive report on the structure
and performance of the Nation's food
marketing system with the President and
the Congress. In that report, we peinted
out, and I am quoting:

Generally, the stockyards section of the act
is considered to be a valuable service to
producers and the industry. However,
changes in marketing methods for livestock
have raised some questions about the restric-
tions the act puts upon the competitive
strength of terminal markets.

In the past few years, direct buying and
auction markets have diverted substantial
amounts of lvestock from the terminal
markets. Attempts by terminal owners to
meet declining wvolumes by reducing the
number of market agencies on the terminal
have been met with the claim that the act
requires the terminal to accept all who wish
to stay. Although the question is unresolved,
it seems clear that such a requirement would
make it difficult for the terminal owner to
adjust to economic change. The terminal
markets’ loss of almost complete control of
livestock marketing may warrant a new look
at regulations of terminal markets not im-
posed on other marketing channels.

On the basis of our investigation in
this area, the Commission made this
unanimous recommendation, and again I
quote:

Terminal markets for livestock are still the
focal points of livestock trading in many
areas, play an important role in all pricing,
and are especially important sales outlets
for smaller producers. In order that these
markets have every opportunity to serve the
changing needs of the livestock industry, and
in view of increased competition from other
marketing methods, the Packers and Stock-
yards Act should be administered, and if

necessary amended, to give stockyard owners
and marketing agencies the greatest flexi-

bility and control over their operations con-
sistent with protecting the interests of
buyers and sellers.

I might just add that this was one of
the few noncontroversial recommenda-
tions made by the Commission.

Our 18 months of study clearly demon-
strated to the members of the Commis-
sion that legislation of the type before us
today is necessary and justified by the
major changes which have taken place
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in the livestock marketing industry, and
especially in the terminal markets, since
the passage of the original Packers and
Stockyards Act 46 years ago in 1921.

I think it is also interesting to note
that in one sense, the National Food
Marketing Comimission’s recommenda-
tion is quite unique. This group was
created by Congress, and established as
an official governmental factfinding
body—yet it has proposed in this in-
stance a movement away from greater
Federal control and toward allowing pri-
vate enterprise more flexibility in man-
agement and decisionmaking. I hope
this will be a contagious move.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, this
legislation is both necessary and desir-
able, and will have a beneficial effect
upon the industry. I was one of those
who originally introducea this bill, and
it has strong bipartisan support in the
Agriculture Committee, as evidenced by
the final vote of approval—21 to 3.

I hope my colleagues here this after-
noon will also give it their approval.

Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from Towa [Mr.
MavnE] such time as he may consume.

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the distinguished gentleman from Texas
for yielding.

I would like to take this opportunity
to clarify the intent of this legislation
and to ask certain questions of the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Texas who
is the author of the bill and who is the
chairman of the Subcommittee on Live-
stock and Grains, which considered the
bill and which conducted hearings there-
on, and who is handling the bill today
and, also, I would like to address this
question to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Washington [Mrs. May],
the ranking minority member of the
subcommittee and who is handling the
bill today for the minority.

I would ask the distinguished gentle-
woman from Washington if she agrees
that the testimony at the hearings by
Deputy Assistant Secretary Rodney E.
Leonard, of the Department of Agricul-
ture, by Acting Administrator Donald A.
Campbell of the Packers and Stockyards
Administration, and also the testimony
by President Bennett of the Union Stock
Yards Corp. and President Jennings of
the American Stockyards Association,
and by all other witnesses, all established
the fact that the Sioux City Livestock
Exchange is a strong and vigorous as-
sociation of commission men doing busi-
ness at the Sioux City stockyards and
who do a good job of policing their own
members?

Mrs. MAY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MAYNE. I am happy to yield to
the distinguished gentlewoman from
Washington [Mrs. May].

Mrs. MAY. I would say to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
MaynNeE]l that this was certainly made
clear by all witnesses. They testified to
the effect that the Sioux City market is
working well and that it is not experi-
encing any trouble. I think we might
point out for the record that members
of the Committee can find testimony to
that effect in the hearings at page 17,
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lines 4 and 5, which in my opinion is a
very good quote. They also testified to the
effect that as far as they were concerned
they do not need this legislation in Sioux
City. I further recall the fact that the
Deputy Assistant Secretary, Mr. Leonard,
testified that the relationships between
the owner of the stockyards and the com-
mission men at Sioux City have been
good and that he did not believe this
legislation would change that relation-
ship significantly.

I might say that is on page 12, the last
10 lines of our hearing testimony.

Then President Jennings of the Amer-
ican Stockyards Association also testi-
fied to the very good job the commission
firms are doing in the Sioux City Live-
stock Exchange, and also testified to the
fact that they would not be affected at
all by this bill.

Mr. MAYNE. I would like to inquire of
the gentlewoman if it is also her inten-
tion, and the intention of the committee,
that this bill should not change this
present existing relationship at Sioux
City, and should not affect the situation
there?

Mrs. MAY. That is certainly my inten-
tion, and I believe it is the intention of
the committee.

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Chairman, if I might
direct this question to the distinguished
gentleman from Texas, Judge PURCELL,
who is the author of the bill, and floor
manager of the bill, as well as the chair-
man of the subcommittee which handled
the bill. T will ask the gentleman from
Texas if he believes that this bill is aimed
at the situation in Sioux City, and the
other river markets?

Mr. PURCELL. I will say to the gen-
tleman that the bill definitely is not
aimed toward the situation in Sioux City,
and I will assure the gentleman from
Iowa that it is not the intention of the
committee that the situation at Sioux
City be changed by this bill in any way.

Mr. MAYNE., Does the gentleman
agree with me, and also with the gentle-
woman from Washington, that the testi-
mony at the hearing was that the Sioux
City Livestock Exchange is doing a good
job of policing its own members, that
the Sioux City market is working well,
and that the bill is unnecessary as far
as Sioux City is concerned?

Mr. PURCELL. I do so agree. I would
say that the Sioux City market and other
markets in the river areas in the general
area of Sioux City really are more or
less a model for permanent marketing
problems, and it is more in the other
areas of the country that this bill is
really needed.

Mr. MAYNE. I wonder if the gentle-
man could give us some specific examples
of situations in which it would be reason-
able for stockyards to take action to
deny commission firms the use of the
yards under the intention of this bill?

Mr. PURCELL. I will be glad to. We
had testimony describing a firm which
consisted of one man who was really a
painter, as I remember, and who spent
most of his time painting. There was an-
other example given of a tollkeeper on a
bridge, and this man seemed to spend
most of his time keeping the bridge, and
not being available for duty as a com-
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mission man. The major problem is that
this type of individual hurts the stock-
yvards because they are not really inter-
ested in fostering a good livestock mar-
ket. It is only when a firm degenerates
to the point where they are hurting the
reputation of the stockyard itself in sell-
ing livestock that there would be any
reason for the owner not to want a com-
mission firm or a selling firm to continue
on that yard.

Mr. MAYNE. Are these the types of
situations which the bill is intended to
affect which the gentleman has just
related to the Committee?

Mr. PURCELL. Yes. Those examples
that we have given, and other similar
ones, are the reasons that this bill is
thought to be necessary.

Mr. MAYNE. I would further ask the
gentleman is it intended by the Agricul-
ture Committee that this bill should give
a stockyard owner complete control over
market agencies on the yard with abso-
lute and complete discretion as to who
can operate on that yard?

Mr. PURCELL. That is not the intent
of the committee or of this legislation.
It is intended that the owner shall be
required to furnish stockyard services
on a fair, reasonable, and nondiscrimi-
natory basis. If a commission firm feels
that it has been treated unreasonably,
it can bring a complaint to the Secretary
of Agriculture, who will investigate the
complaint and take appropriate action
if he finds a basis for the complaint.

Mr. MAYNE. Referring to the testi-
mony of the Deputy Assistant Secretary
of Agriculture, Mr. Rodney E. Leonard,
who appeared before the subcommittee,
I will ask the distinguished chairman of
the subcommittee if he recalls Mr.
Leonard’'s testimony that where there
is an association of commission firms
which is actually functioning and polic-
ing its own members, such as the Sioux
City Livestock Exchange, then the De-
partment would consider that the stock-
yards owner should consult with the
association or exchange before revoking
the authorization of any firm to operate
on that particular market?

And I believe that testimony appears
at page 23, lines 34 to 45 of the hearing
transcript.

Does the
testimony?

Mr. PURCELL. I do distinetly remem-
ber that testimony, and this is my un-
derstanding of the intent of this par-
ticular piece of legislation.

Mr, MAYNE. And I believe Mr. Leon-
ard further stated that he would have no
objection to having a safeguard actually
written into this law providing that the
stockyards owner would be required to
consult with the livestock exchange or
association at a market before revoking
the authorization of any firm to operate
on that market?

Mr. PURCELL. That is correct.

Mr. MAYNE. In order to further clar-
ify the congressional intent in passing
this bill, I would ask the gentleman if
it is his intention and the intention of
the committee that if this bill is passed,
it would be considered unreasonable
within the meaning of the act for a
stockyards company to take any action

gentleman recall that
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against any market agency as defined
in the act without first consulting with
the livestock exchange or association at
the market where such agency was do-
ing business?

Mr. PURCELL, Yes, such is my inten-
tion and I believe it to be the intention
of the committee.

Mr. MAYNE. I thank the gentleman.

I would like to say to the gentleman
from Texas and to the chairman that I
have received the following letter dated
September 28, 1967, from Deputy As-
sistant Secretary Leonard which further
clarifies the position of the Department
of Agriculture with reference to this bill
and which reads as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,

Washingion, D.C., September 28, 1967.
Hon. WiLEy MAYNE,

House of Representatives.

DeAR MR. MAYNE: During the hearing be-
fore the Subcommittee on Livestock and
Grain relating to H.R. 6231, a bill to amend
the Packers and Stockyards Act, there was
a discussion relating to stockyard owners
consulting with the livestock exchange he-
fore taking actlon affecting a particular
commission firm.

To amplify our views, we have frequently
urged stockyard owners to consult with the
livestock exchange and other groups en-
gaged In business at a terminal stockyard
before promulgating regulations or taking
significant action which affects the persons
engaged in business at the stockyard. We
have stated to stockyard owners that, ir-
respective of thelir authority to take uni-
lateral action, the success of the stockyard
is dependent upon cooperation and harmon-
ious relations between the stockyard owner
and the persons engaged in business at the
stockyard. Frequent exchange of views lis,
therefore, vital to a successful stockyard.

The stockyard owners have expressed an
agreement with our views, in this respect.
They have assured us that they would ob-
tain the views of the livestock exchange and
other persons engaged in business on the
stockyard before taking significant action af-
fecting such persons.

In determining whether a stockyard owner
acted reasonable, in a particular instance in-
volving one or more commission firms, we
believe that one of the relevant considera-
tions would be whether the stockyard own-
er had obtained the views of the livestock
exchange with respect to the matter at issue.

Sincerely yours,
RoODNEY E. LEONARD,
Deputy Assistant Secretary.

I thank the distinguished gentleman
from Texas [Mr. PurceLL] and the dis-
tinguished gentlewoman from Washing-
ton [Mrs. Mav] for their cooperation
in clarifying the congressional intent in
passing this bill.

Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time.

Mrs. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from North
Dakota [Mr. KLEPPE].

Mr. KELEPPE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this legislation and concur in
the opening remarks of the distinguished
gentleman from Texas [Mr. PuRcELL]
and the gentlewoman from Washington
[Mrs. May].

Mr. Chairman, after extensive hear-
ings, the House Committee on Agricul-
ture approved H.R. 10673 which revises
the Packers and Stockyards Act of 1921.
The overwhelming support for this bill
reflects, I believe, a strong consensus
within the committee that this act should
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be updated to make it clear that stock-
yard owners have the right and the re-
sponsibility to manage and regulate their
own facilities in a reasonable and non-
diseriminatory manner.

In essence, the bill provides that no
person may engage in business at a stock-
yard as a market agency or a dealer
unless the stockyard owner has deter-
mined that such services will be bene-
ficial to the business of the stockyard and
its customers. Certainly it is not unrea-
sonable to give the stockyard owner this
measure of control over operations taking
place on his own property.

The proposed legislation, at the same
time, requires stockyard operators to
maintain efficient, competitive markets
and preserves the right of the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to prevent abuses of
authority by the stockyard owners. It
provides that stockyard services shall not
be refused on any basis that is unreason-
able or discriminatory.

When the Packers and Stockyards Act
was adopted in 1921, marketing condi-
tions were in many respects much differ-
ent from those prevailing today. The ter-
minal markets held what amounted to a
monopolistic position. The volume per-
centage of livestock moving through ter-
minal markets has substantially declined.
While the stockyard owner today still
provides the facilities, the actual selling
is done through commission firms and
individuals. Owners have little power to
determine who shall operate in their own
yards. HR. 10673 is designed to remedy
this. I urge support for this bill.

Mrs. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from New Jer-
sey [Mr, CaHILL],

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New Jersey for
5 minutes.

Mr. CAHILL. Mr. Chairman, perhaps
coming from New Jersey, I should not
participate in this debate because prob-
ably I am not fully aware, even after a
reading of the report, of the real pur-
poses of this legislation or the implica-
tions therein. But as I read it, I have
come to the coneclusion that this legisla-
tion in effect is a private bill for the own-
ers of stockyards whose business has been
reduced perhaps 50 or 75 percent in the
last several years due to changes in prac-
tices regarding the purchase and sale of
livestock.

In reading the report, I also note that:

The Department of Agriculture presently
contends that terminal stockyard owners
have broad authority under existing law to
manage and regulate their stockyard and the
persons engaged in business thereon.

The views of the Department are set
forth in the report. I have to believe
therefore that this act will increase prices
for the consumer. Under present law, as I
read the report, there is nothing to pre-
vent a stockyard owner from converting
his operations or prohibiting anyone he
wants from doing business with the yard
on a reasonable basis. And this law will
not change that. What the law will do, in
my judgment at least, is to give the stock-
yard owners the right to demand that
commission agents if they wish to face
the realities deal exclusively with the
stockyard owners.
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In effect, this, in my judgment, will
raise the price of meat to the consumer.

Another point interested me. That is
the fact that one of the reasons alleged
for this bill is that the shippers are not
receiving as much money under the pres-
ent system from the commission agents
as they would if the cattle were sold at
the stockyards. I would think that if the
shippers were dissatisfied, we would be
hearing from shippers.

Here is the key sentence as far as I am
concerned. It appears on page 3 of the
report. It states:

In addition, the testimony shows that some
commission men do not properly represent
the best interests of their shippers. They
may have another occupation which takes
most of their time, resulting in their failure
to obtain the bhest prlce for their livestock
shippers, This not only injures such shippers
but may also serve to generally weaken prices
at the market.

It seems to me that we are giving
stockyard owners the right to say to
commission agents, “Unless you deal ex-
clusively with us, we will not handle your
individual transactions.”

This, in my judgment, could place such
economic pressure on commission agents
that they would be compelled and con-
strained to do just that. It seems to me—
and I think we ought to understand it—
that this legislation will increase the
business of the stockyard owners. This
seems to me to be the main purpose of
the legislation. Today the stockyards can,
by the exercise of any reasonable regu-
lations that they wish, keep out any dis-
reputable or unconscientious trader that
they want so that I fail to see the real
necessity for this legislation aside from
the beneficial results to the stockyard
OWners.

Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CAHILL. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Texas for some
clarification.

Mr. PURCELL. The assumption that
the gentleman just made about the owner
of a stockyard being able to limit a com-
mission agent to operating only in that
yard is not a correct assumption.

In the Supreme Court decision com-
monly referred to as the Denver case,
the Court held that a selling agent, a
commission firm, could not be limited to
one location. A commission firm, under
that holding, may have commission busi-
ness at various terminal markets.

Mr. CAHILL. I understand. May I ask
the gentleman this question. In the gen-
tleman’s opinion, if this bill is enacted
into law, will it increase the business of
the stockyards?

Mr. PURCELL. Our hope is that it will,
but it should not increase the price of
cattle going through that stockyard.

Mr. CAHILL. Could this not prevent
some independent commission merchants
from making individual transactions
with individual cattle raisers who would
be in competition with the stockyard
owners? And would this not involve pos-
sible additional costs?

Mr. PURCELL. The only manner in
which an example such as the gentleman
is referring to could occur would be as
the gentlewoman from Washington
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[Mrs. May]l made
moments ago.

Let me clear up this point. The owners
of the stockyards do not sell anything.

Mr, CAHILL, I realize that. They have
facilities available for the commission
agents.

Mr. PURCELL. That is correct.

If a commission agent is operating on
a terminal stockyard and has violently
opposed reasonable rules and is deliber-
ately going to the terminal stockyard in
question, and doing nothing but seeking
business for himself away from the ter-
minal stockyard, there could be times
when the stockyard owner would have
under this bill, the power to refuse to
allow him to continue this practice, by
denying the commission agent the right
to sell at the stockyard.

Mr. CAHILL. Will the gentleman ex-
plain to me the statement on page 9 of
the report, the last sentence, the third
paragraph, which says:

Consequently, many stockyard owners fear
to exercise authority which they probably
now have.

Mr. PURCELL. Because the law is un-
clear. Courts have held that some actions
of stockyard owners were prohibitive, re-
sulting in civil liability. This effort is to
clear the air and make specific what the
stockyard owner’s authority is.

Mrs. MAY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CAHILL. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Washington.

Mrs. MAY. Mr. Chairman, was the
gentleman on the floor when I made my
statement?

Mr. CAHILL. No. I regret that I was
not.

Mrs. MAY. In this statement I tried to
point out very clearly the benefit to the
consumer of this legislation. In the first
place, I was a member of the National
Commission on Food Marketing, which
was definitely consumer oriented. This
was one of the very few completely
unanimous recommendations that was
made by the Commission. I will not read
it again at this point—it is in my state-
ment and the report. But the gentle-
man should notice that this change will
protect the interests of both buyers and
sellers. When there is an inefficiently
operated terminal market—in other
words, where an owner cannot refuse his
services to people that are not working
efficiently on his behalf and the pro-
ducer’s behalf—it is going to be a costly
procedure for him. That makes it more
expensive to handle livestock there. This,
in turn is reflected in higher costs of
livestock to buyers and eventually to
consumers. Anytime any marketing
process is unnecessarily costly and inef-
ficient the consumer pays.

Mr. CAHILL. Mr, Chairman, I must
say to the Committee I have not been
dissuaded from my original point of view
upon examination of this report, that
this legislation, it seems to me, must in-
crease the business of the stockyard
owners by giving them authority to de-
prive many individual entrepreneurs of
the use of stockyards and, second, there-
fore, it must follow that prices will prob-
ably be increased to the ultimate con-
sumer.

very clear a few
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Mrs. MAY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CAHILL. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Washington.

Mrs. MAY. Will the gentleman note
that we have kept every original pro-
tection in here, that was already in the
Packers and Stockyards Act, against in-
jurious diserimination.

Mr. CAHILL. That is why I do not un-
derstand the purpose of this bill.

Mrs. MAY. But present law does not
make it clear that owner selectivity is
not unfair discrimination. On this point
I refer you to the Denver Stockyard case.
The Supreme Court decision in this case
implied that Congress should enact some
legislation to clarify this.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey has expired.

Mrs. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I have no
further requests for time.

Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time.

The . The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as fol]ows

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That title
III of the Packers and Stockyards Act of
1921, as amended (7 U.S.C. 201 et seq.), is
amended as follows:

(a) Sectlon 302(a) (7 U.S.C. 202(a)) is
amended to read:

“(a) When used in this title the term
‘stockyard’ means any place, establishment,
or facility commonly known as stockyards,
conducted, operated, or managed for profit
or nonprofit as a public market for livestock
producers, feeders, and buyers, consisting of
pens, or other inclosures, and their appur-
tenances, in which live cattle, sheep, swine,
horses, mules, or goats are received, held, or
kept for sale or shipment in commerce.”

(b) Section 303 (7 U.8.C. 203) is amended
to read:

“After the expiration of thirty days after
the Secretary has gilven public notice that
any stockyard is within the definition of
section 302 by posting copies of such notice
in the stockyard, no person shall carry on the
business of a market agency or dealer at
such stockyard unless (1) the stockyard
owner has determined that his services will
be beneficial to the business and welfare of
sald stockyard, its patroms, and customers,
which determination shall be made on a
basls which is not unreasonable or unjustly
discriminatory, and has given written au-
thorization to such person, and (2) he has
registered with the Secretary, under such
rules and regulations as the Secretary may
prescribe, his name and address, the char-
acter of business in which he is engaged, and
the kinds of stockyards services, if any,
which he furnishes at such stockyard, Every
other person operating as a market agency
or dealer as defined in section 301 of the Act
may be required to register in such manner
as the Secretary may prescribe. Whoever
violates the provisions of this section shall
be liable to a penalty of not more than $500
for each such offense and not more than $25
for each day it continues, which shall accrue
to the United States and may be recovered
in a civil action brought by the United
States.”

(c) Section 304 (7 U.S.C. 205) 1s amended
to read:

“All stockyard services furnished pursuant
to reasonable request made to a stockyard
owner or market agency at such stockyard
shall be reasonable and nondiscriminatory
and stockyard services which are furnished
shall not be refused on any basis that is un-
reasonable or unjustly discriminatory: Pro-
vided, That in any State where the welghing
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of livestock at a stockyard 1s conducted by a
duly authorized department or agency of the
State, the Secretary, upon application of such
department or agency, may register it as a
market agency for the welghing of livestock
received in such stockyard, and upon such
registration such department or agency and
the members thereof shall be amenable to all
the requirements of this Act, and upon fall-
ure of such department or agency or the
members thereof to comply with the orders
of the Secretary under this Act he is author-
ized to revoke the registration of such de-
partment or agency and to enforce such rev-
ocation as provided in section 315 of this
Act.”

(d) Section 307 (7 U.S.C. 208) is amended
to redesignate the first sentence as paragraph
“(a)"” and to add a new paragraph (b) as
follows:

“(b) Itshall be the responsibility and right
of every stockyard owner to manage and reg-
ulate his stockyard in a just, reasonable, and
nondiscriminatory manner, to prescribe rules
and regulations and to require those persons
engaging in or attempting to engage In the
purchase, sale, or solicitation of livestock at
such stockyard to conduct thelr operations in
a manner which will foster, preserve, or in-
sure an efficient, competitive public market.”

(e) Section 312(a) (7 U.S.C. 213(a)) is
amended by inserting after the words “in
connection with" the phrase “determining
whether persons should be authorized to
operate at the stockyards, or with",

Mr. PURCELL (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the bill be considered as read, printed
in the Recorp, and open to amendment
at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PURCELL

Mr. PURCELL, Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Purcern: On
page 1, line 3 after the word “Act” strike out
the word “of"” and insert in lieu thereof the
typographical symbol”,”.

On page 2, line 5, insert “Sec. 303."” before
the words “After the”.

On page 3, line 4, insert “Sec. 304.” before
the words “All stockyard".

The CHAIRMAN. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Texas.

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Brooks, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 10673) to amend
title IIT of the Packers and Stockyards
Act of 1921, as amended, pursuant to
House Resolution 921, he reported the
bill back to the House with an amend-
ment adopted by the Committee of the
Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on the amendment.

The amend was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the engrossment and third reading of
the bill,

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
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and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Mlelmbers, and the Clerk will call the
roll,

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 234, nays 6, not voting 192, as
follows:

[Roll No. 287]
YEAS—234

Adalr Gathings Mosher
Andrews, Glaimo Murphy, Ill

N. Dak. Gibbons Myers
Ashbrook Gonzalez Natcher
Ashmore Goodling O’Hara, Il
Ayres Green, Oreg. Olsen
Baring Gross O'Neal, Ga.
Bates Grover O'Neill, Mass
Battin Gubser Passman
Bell Gude Patman
Bennett Haley Patten

Hamilton Pelly

Betts Hanley Pepper
Blackburn Hansen, Idaho Perkins
Boggs Hansen, Wash. Pettis
Boland Hardy Philbin
Bolling Harsha Pickle
Bolton Hawkins
Bow Hays Poage
Brasco Hébert Pollock
Bray Hechler, W. Va, Pool
Brinkley Hicks Price, Il
Brooks Holifield Pryor
Broomfield Horton Purcell
Brotzman Howard Quie
Brown, Callf. Hull Rallsback
Brown, Mich, Hungate Randall
Broyhlll N.C. Hunt Reid, 111,
Broyhill, Va. Hutchinson Reid, N.Y
Burke, Mass, Irwin Reinecke
Burleson Jarman Rhodes, Ariz
Burton, Calif. Joelson Rhodes, Pa.
Burton, Utah Johnson, Calif. Ro
Byrne, Pa. Johnson, Pa. Robison
Cabell Jones, Mo Rodino
Carter KEarsten Rogers, Colo
Cederberg Kastenmeler Rogers, Fla.
Chamberlain Rooney, N.Y.
Clark King, Calif Rostenkowski
Clawson, Del eppe Roth
Cohelan Kyros Roybal
Conable Laird Rumsfeld
Conte Langen Ruppe
Conyers Latta an
Corbett Leggett Satterfield
Cramer Lipscomb St. Onge
Culver Lloyd Saylor
Daddario Long, La. Scheuer
Daniels Long, Md. Schneebell
Davis, Ga Lukens Schweiker
Dellenback MeClory Schwengel
Dickinson MecClure Scott
Dingell cDade Shipley
Dole MecDonald, Bisk
Donochue Mi Bkubitz
Dorn McEwen Smith, N.Y.
Dow McFall Smith, Okla.
Dowdy McMillan Snyder
Downing MacGregor Springer
Duncan Machen Btanton
Dwyer Mahon Steiger, Wis
Edmondson Marsh Stephens
Edwards, Calif, Martin Stuckey
Erlenborn Mathias, Calif. Talcott
Esch Matsunaga Teague, Calif.
Evans, Colo. May Teague, Tex.
Evins, Tenn, Meeds Tenzer
Fascell Miller, Calif. Thompson, Ga.
Findley Miller, Ohio Tuck
Pisher Mills Tunney
Flood Minish Udall
Foley Monagan Ullman
Ford, Gerald R. Moore Van Deerlin
Fraser Morris, N. Mex. Vander Jagt
Friedel Morton Vanik
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Vigorito White WwWinn
‘Waldie Whitener Wright
Walker Wilson, Young
Watits Charles H. Zablockl
NAYS—8
Cahill Cunningham Fulton, Pa,
Carey Denney Mayne
NOT VOTING—1982
Abbitt Gallagher Nix
Abernethy Gardner O'Hara, Mich.
Adams Garmatz O'Konski
Addabho Gettys Ottinger
Albert Gilbert Pike
Anderson, 111, Goodell Poff
Anderson, Gray Price, Tex.
Tenn. Green, Pa. Pucinski
Andrews, Ala. Griffiths Quillen
Annunzio Gurney Rarick
Arends Hagan Rees
Ashley Hall Reifel
Aspinall Halleck Resnick
Barrett Halpern Reuss
Belcher Hammer- Riegle
Bevill schmidt Rivers
Blester Hanna Ronan
Bingham Harrison Rooney, Pa.
Blanton Harvey Rosenthal
Blatnik Hathaway Roudebush
Brademas Heckler, Mass. Roush
Brock Helstoski Sandman
Brown, Ohlo Henderson St Germain
Buchanan Herlong Schadeberg
Burke, Fla. Holland Scherle
Bush Hosmer Selden
Button Ichord Shriver
Byrnes, Wis Jacobs Sikes
Casey Jonas Slack
Celler Jones, Ala. Smith, Calif.
Clancy Jones, N.C. Smith, Iowa
Clausen, Karth Stafford
Don H. Kazen Staggers
Cleveland Keith Steed
Collier Eelly Steiger, Ariz,
Colmer King, N.XY. Stratton
Corman Kirwan Stubblefield
Cowger Eluczynskl Sullivan
Eornegay %s,ﬂi
vis, Wis, EKupferman aylor
gwson Kuykendall Thompson, N.J.
de la Garza Kyl Thomson, Wis.
Delaney Lan Tiernan
Dent Lennon Utt
Derwinskl McCarthy Waggonner
Devine McCulloch Wampler
Digegs Macdonald, Watkins
Dulskl Mass. Watson
Eckhardt Madden Whalen
Edwards, Ala, Mailliard Whall
Edwards, La Mathias, Md. Whitten
Eilberg Meskill Widnall
ﬁcl;al ?Vi%um
n ams, Miss,
'g;ﬁr:;t Willlams, Pa
teln Mize
g'grhﬁ Montgomery  Wilson, Bob
Fino Moorhead Wolff
Flynt Morgan Wyatt
Ford, Morse, Mass. Wydler
William D, Moss Wylie
Fountain Multer Wyman
Frelinghuysen Murphy, N.Y. Yates
Fulton, Tenn. Nedzl Zion
Fugqua Nelsen Zwach
Nichols
So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Kirwan with Mr. Arends.

Mr. Adams with Mr. Riegle.

Mr. Addabbo with Mr. Mathias of Mary-
land.

Mr. Gilbert with Mr. Cowger.

Mr. Delaney with Mr. King of New York.

Mr. Feighan with Mr. Steiger of Arizona.

Mr. Fountain with Mr. Blester.

Mr. Multer with Mr. Harvey.

Mr. Kornegay with Mr. Kuykendall.

Mr. Eilberg with Mr. Bush,

Mrs. KEelly with Mr. Halleck.

Mr. Taylor with Mr. Burke of Florida.

Mr. Everett with Mr. Roudebush.

Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr. Wylle.

Mr. Lennon with Mrs. Heckler of Mas-
sachusetts.

Mr. Garmatz with Mr. Eshleman.

Mr. Resnick with Mr. Collier,

Mr. Jones of North Carollna with Mr,
Zwach.
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Mr. Annunzio with Mr. Sandman.
Scherle with Mr. Curtis.
Fallon with Mr. Jonas.
Barrett with Mr. Zlon,
Dulski with Mr, Derwinski,
Moss with Mr. Fino.
Ottinger with Mr. Don H. Clausen.
Wolff with Mr, Brown of Ohio.
Ronan with Mr. Belcher.
Sikes with Mr. Utt.
Staggers with Mr. Widnall,
Blanton with Mr. Quillen.
Celler with Mr. Mailliard.
Hagan with Mr. Bob Wilson,
Galifianakis with Mr. Schadeberg.
Montgomery with Mr. O'Konskl.
Pike with Mr, Byrnes of Wisconsin.
Brademas with Mr, Davis of Wisconsin.
Aspinall with Mr. Anderson of Illinois.
Albert with Mr. Poff.
Karth with Mr. Michel.
Madden with Mr. Shriver,
Moorhead with Mr. Cleveland.
Morgan with Mr, Morse.
Nichols with Mr, McCulloch.
Reuss with Mr, Harrison,
Rivers with Mr. Hosmer,
Rosenthal with Mr. Whalley.
Whitten with Mr. Brock.
Williams of Mississipri with Mr. Keith.
Waggonner with Mr. Buchanan.
Tiernan with Mr. Minshall.

Mrs, Sullivan with Mr, Nelsen.

Mr. Thompson of New Jersey with Mr.
Halpern.,

Mr. Jacobs with Mr. Clancy.
Abbitt with Mr. S8mith of California.
Abernethy with Mr. Gurney.
Jones of Alabama with Mr. Hall.
McCarthy with Mr, Frelinghuysen.
Nedzl with Mr. Devine.
Edwards of Louisiana with Mr. Wamp-
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Flynt with Mr. Thomson of Wisconsin.
Gettys with Mr, Wiggins,
Green of Pennsylvania with Mr, Staf-
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Henderson with Mr. Wydler.
Stratton with Mr, Eupferman.
Slack with Mr. Meskill.
Fulton of Tennessee with Mr. Taft.
8t Germain with Mr. Goodell,
Dent with Mr. Wyatt.
Mr. Colmer with Mr. Wyman.
Mr. Corman with Mr. Button.
Mr. Bevill with Mr. Edwards of Alabama.
Mr. Bingham with Mr. Gardner.
Mr. Macdonald of Massachusetts with Mr.
Williams of Pennsylvania.
Mr. O’Hara of Michigan with Mr. Price of
Texas.
Eckhardt with Mr. Kyl.
Casey with Mr. Watson.
Blatnik with Mr. Hammerschmidt.
Andrews of Alabama with Mr. Mize.
Kluczynskl with Mr. Watkins.
Landrum with Mr. Whalen,
Selden with Mr. Reifel.
Stubblefield with Mr. Steed.
Holland with Mr. Dawson,
Mrs. Mink with Mr. Ichord.
Mr. Ashley with Mr. Diggs.
Mr, Farbstein with Mr. William D, Ford.
Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Gray.
Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. Pucinski.
Mr. Rees with Mr. Rooney of Pennsylvania,
Mr. Willis with Mr. Yates.
Mr, Anderson of Tennessee with Mr. de la
Garza.
Mr. Hanna with Mr. Hathaway.
Mr. Helstoski with Mr. Nix.
Mr, Herlong with Mr. Smith of Iowa.
Mr. Roush with Mr. Fuqua.

Mr. CONTE changed his vote from
"nay” t’o “YB&.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

The title was amended so as to read:
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September 29, 1967

“To amend title III of the Packers and
Stockyards Act, 1921, as amended.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the bill just
passed, H.R. 10673, and include extra-
neous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Texas?

There was no objection.

REPORT ON THE CONGO

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois, Mr, Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
the recent appearance before the African
Subcommittee of the Committee on For-
eign Affairs by Robert O. Blake, just re-
turned from his post as counselor and
chargé d’affaires from November 1966
to July 1967 at our Embassy in Kinshasa,
prompts me to make some remarks about
the Congo based on the intelligent ob-
servations of an experienced foreign serv-
ice officer.

Last spring we had many reasons to
be optimistic about the immediate future
of the Congo. It had had its difficult and
tragic moments but seemed to be on the
path to economic and political stability.
Hard work by the Congolese, by their
Western friends, and, in no small
measure, by the United States has paid
off. The Congolese educational system
expanded remarkably and a new genera-
tion of educated Congolese was moving
into positions of responsibility. Thanks
to its subsoil wealth, the Congo was ex-
panding its mineral production. Assisted
by the International Monetary Fund, the
Congo revalued its currency and estab-
lished a sound stabilization program
which promised to stimulste further its
economic development, especially in the
agricultural field. The United States was
playing an important role. It had ex-
tended about $45 million in aid. Much of
this, in the form of Public Law 480 food-
stuffs, has generated counterpart funds
for the construction of roads, bridges, and
schools.

Unfortunately, on July 5 of this year a
small group of European mercenaries
mutinied. These mercenaries are still in
Bukavu in the eastern Congo. Their re-
volt threatened the stability and prog-
ress of the Congo. It also menaced the
important and fruitful relationship be-
tween the Congolese people and the for-
eign community. Most recently the Or-
ganization of African Unity met in Kin-
shasa, the Congo’s capital, and adopted
a resolution calling for the immediate
departure of these mercenaries with the
help of competent international bodies.

It is my sincere hope that this effort
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will succeed. Thereafter, we can expect
a rededication of the Congolese Govern-
ment and its peoples to the essential
tasks of nation building and economic
development. In these efforts, I am sure,
the American Government will continue
to help, thus carrying out its policy of
consistent support for the central gov-
ernment of the Congo.

Mr. Speaker, I placed such importance
on the recent summit meeting of the Or-
ganization of African Unity that I
caused to be printed in the CoNGRES-
sronaAL ReEcorp of September 27, 1967, on
pages 26999 and 27000 the full text of
the resolutions adopted, including that
relating to the mercenaries.

DAVID T. PETERSON—FLIGHT TO
VIETNAM

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I
thought my colleagues might find it
heartwarming, as I did, to know of a let-
ter written by one of my young constit-
uents to a member of his church de-
seribing his feelings during his flight to
Vietnam this summer.

David T. Peterson, from Decatur, Ga.,
is a second lieutenant in the U.S. Army
Intelligence Division. The son of mission-
ary parents and himself born in Sio
Paulo, Bragzil, David put himself through
Georgia State College, where he re-
ceived a BA degree in English and
drama. An aspiring actor, David per-
formed at the Oakhurst Baptist Chureh,
at Georgia State College, and the Pocket
Theater in Atlanta before he joined the
service.

The letter which David wrote to a
friend, Billy Densmore, music director at
Osakhurst Baptist Church, sets forth his
impressions and thoughts during his 20~
hour flight from San Francisco to Viet-
nam. Because of my own recent trip to
Vietnam, and because I feel an even
greater appreciation of our fighting men
there, I bring to your attention, with deep
gratitude for the thoughts expressed,
what I like to think may be a typically
American letter, complete with com-
ments on the personalities of the
stewardesses on the airplane.

The letter of David Peterson, as re-
printed in the Decatur-DeKalb News,
follows:

It was 0600 on the morning of August 13,
and our Braniff 707 was circling in a zig-zag
pattern over Bien Hoa Air Base, which 1s just
20 miles. north of Saigon. We were in a
group of more than 100 officers on our first
tour of duty in Vietnam,

As we approached Bien Hoa it was dark,
all the lights in the big jet were out, cigar-
ettes were extinguished and seat belts were
fastened. As I looked out my window, I care-
fully scanned the darkness and noticed the
lights blinking faintly in the distance. I was
luekv to have a seat by the window, because
everyone .aboard was anxious to get a first
glimpse of Vietnam.

The trip, which had lasted about 20 hours,
included stops in Hawall, Guam and the
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Philippines. Throughout the flight, there was
an alr of joviality. David Sharp, sitting next
to me, asked Dixie, the nice little red-headed
stewardess, if red heads were more fun, Marni,
another stewardess who had made her debut
at 18 years old, spoke excellent Brazilian Por-
tuguese, so, of course, I got her address.

But now, we were landing in Vietnam, and
everyone was sllent. Were we a little bit
scared? Yes, I guess we were. We were won-
dering where we would go from here and
what we would be doing. Would we go 20
miles away to Salgon to enjoy its music and
galety for a few days? No, probably not.
We would probably join our units which were
scattered throughout South Vietnam from
Con Tho to the northern limit, the DMZ.

The big jet landed gracefully and came
to a halt, We waited a few minutes for the
health inspector to come aboard. In silence
we stood and looked in each other’s faces
and then off in the distance., I looked out
the window and noticed that the sun had
risen, over in the east, in the east from
where we had flown, from that grand city,
San Francisco.

Dixie and all the girls said goodbye to us
as we stepped off the plane, down the stair-
way, and onto Vietnamese soil. The air had
a clean scent and the sunrise was beautiful
and full of color. I was aware of the noise
and the power of the big Skyralder jets as
they rose rapldly and fearlessly into the
skies, but I was in awe of the silence and
beauty of this hour. My eyes drifted to the
multitudes of men who ahead of me and
behind me were walking away from our
plane towards the massive bungalow-style
terminal building.

We were all apprehensive and every heart
beat a little faster. Was it fear? No, I don't
think so. It was a feeling which was hard
to explain. I guess it was pride. I was proud
to be here and proud of my fellow officers.
I glanced back at the big jet we had just
deboarded.

I took in the deep blue of the plane's
fuselage and its towering slze. The large-
ness seemed to represent the great country
we had watched disappear in the distance
20 hours before. But my gaze stopped as I
saw our American flag imprinted on the side
of the airliner. A tear rolled down my cheek.

I'm proud of that flag and I'm proud of our
commitment In Vietnam.

POLITICS IN THE MANAGEMENT
OF OUR POSTAL SYSTEM

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend my remarks,
and to include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Speaker, much has
been said about politics in the manage-
ment of our postal system. I am shocked
over a clear case of both politics and
mismanagement this last week regard-
ing the proposed merger of rural routes
in Putnam County, Ind.

On September 13, I began receiving
telephone calls and letters from the
patrons of the Roachdale, Ind., post of-
fice stating their objections o a Post Of-
fice Department decision to consolidate
rural delivery service involving four
routes at Roachdale, Bainbridge, and
Russellville.
~ Subsequently, I received a. petition
signed by 439 patrons which, along with
my request, was forwarded to the Post
Office Department. f

On September 21, 1967, I received a
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two-page letter signed by Mr. Howard
R. Barker, Deputy Assistant Postmaster
General, which I make a part of this
Recorp. Mr. Barker expressed regret
that the Post Office Department was un-
able to approve my request.

The letter, in detail, explains that a
savings of $4,343 annually would result
from the consolidation. The letter fur-
ther states, and I quote:

The Department would be derelict in its
duties to continue four such routes when
good delivery service could continue to be
provided by three carriers none of which
would be employed as much as 40 hours per
week.

Upon receipt of this notice I notified,
by letter, the people of Roachdale of the
Department’s decision against a review
of the case. Yesterday, September 28,
1967, I read in the Daily Banner, a
Greencastle, Ind., publication, dated
Monday, September 25, 1967, that the
senior Senator from Indiana, who just
happens to be a Democrat, had the
pleasure of notifying the people of
Roachdale he had been successful in re-
taining their mail service.

A call to the Post Office Department
yesterday confirmed that the Senator’'s
report was accurate.

I want to emphasize I am happy for
the fine folks of Roachdale who will keep
their rural routes as they wanted. How-
ever, I regret, by the Post Office Depart-
ment’s own admission, that we have a
“derelict” Post Office Department.

Webster’s dictionary defines derelict
as “neglectful of obligation, unfaithful,
careless, deserted, and abandoned.”

Is it not a shame that the people of
this country may soon be asked to pay
much more in the form of inereased post-
al rates to finance a careless, neglect-
ful, and abandoned postal system?

A Republican Representative has been
told “No"” while simultaneously a Demo-
crat is told “Yes.” The fine, dedicated
carriers and employees of the postal sys-
tem deserve better and the tax-burdened
public is entitled to better than such
politically oriented decisions.

This is a clear case of politics being
played by the Post Office Department.
I would like to see some integrity and
honesty someplace in the executive
branch of this expensive Federal Gov-
ernment.

As long as the Post Office Department
places such a high premium on political
decisions we will continue to have a
second-class postal system.

I include at this point the material I
have previously referred to:

PosT OFFICE DEPARTMENT, ASSIST-
ANT POSTMASTER GENERAL, BU-
REAU OF OPERATIONS,
Washington, D.C., September 21, 1967.
Hon. JouN T. MYERS,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C,

Dear CowncrEssMAN: This will acknowledge
your letters of September 14, 1967, and Sep-
tember 18, 1967, transmitting a petition
signed by Mr. Kenneth A. Miller, and others,
patrons at Roachdale, Indiana, protesting the
proposed consolidation of the rural delivery
service at Roachdale, Bainbridge and Russell-
ville, Indiana, incident to a vacancy at Green-
castle.

When a rural vacancy oceurs, it is the prac-
tice of the Department to have a survey made
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to determine the feasibility of consolidating
existing service prior to taking any action
toward filling the position on a permanent
basis. Such a survey was made in this in-
stance.

The survey disclosed that it would be very
practicable to consolidate Route No. 1 at
Bainbridge, routes Nos. 1 and 2 at Roachdale
and route No. 1 at Russellville into three
routes so as to provide a surplus carrier at
Roachdale for reassignment to fill the va-
cancy at Greencastle. There would be a sav-
ing of approximately $4343 per annum in
operating costs of the rural delivery service.

The four routes involved are not long and
serve only 212, 199, 204 and 121 families. The
present carrier schedules are evaluated at 31,
2915, 32 and 20 hours per week which is far
below the normal workweek of 40 hours, All
mall is dellvered by 12:30 p.m.

The three consolidated routes would be 76,
71 and T4 pay miles in length and would
serve 254, 269 and 213 families. The number
of families to be served is well below the na-
tional average of 321 families. The proposed
schedules would be evaluated at 38, 37 and
3215 hours per week and all mail would be
delivered by 1:15 p.m.

The carriers would be routed over all
weather roads and malil collected on the
routes would be dispatched on the same day.

While it would be necessary for 156 familles
to change their mailing address, we consider
this to be a temporary inconvenience only
until such time as they can notify their cor-
respondents of the new address.

The Department would be derelict in its
duties to continue four such routes when
good delivery service could continue to be
provided by three carriers none of which
would be employed as much as 40 hours per
week,

Therefore, in view of the substantial sav-
ings involved, and the fact that excellent
delivery service would be provided, the De-
partment feels that it has no alternative,
but to place the consolidation of service, as
outlined above, into effect on October 1, 1967
as contemplated.

In view of your personal interest, it is re-
gretted that we are unable to reply more
favorably in the matter.

Sincerely yours,
HowARD R. BARKER,
Deputy Assistant Postmaster General.

No INTERRUPTION IN ROACHDALE SERVICE

U.8. Senator Vance Hartke, a member of
the Senate Post Office Committee, announced
today in Washington that there will be no
interruption in the present Roachdale Post
Office rural route service.

The Post Office Department had recom-
mended earlier the Roachdale routes be con-
solidated with service from Bainbridge and
Russellville.

Petitlons and letters substantiating Sen.
Hartke's position had been received from
some 450 postal patrons at Roachdale.

RESPONSIBILITY OF CONGRESS

Mr. FINDLEY, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, as the
chief sponsor of the House resolution
calling on Congress to undertake a fun-
damental view of Vietnam policles, I
was gratified to see the following edi-
torial comment which appeared in the
September 27 San Francisco Chronicle:
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CONGRESSMEN ASE LOOK AT VIETNAM

The move by an unusual coalition of 52
Congressmen to re-examine deepening Amer-
ican involvement in Vietnam is heartening
to anyone who believes in constitutional
government. The coalitlon includes both
Republicans and Democrats, hawks and
doves.

Representative Paul Findley (Rep.-Ill.) is
the spokesman for these 52 Representatives
who are calling on the House Foreign Affalrs
Committee and the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee to pass formal judgment on
whether the Administration is really author-
ized to do what it is doing in southeast Asia,

President Johnson has repeatedly cited the
Gulf of Tonkin resolution as Congressional
authority for committing Americans to com-
bat in Vietnam. This resolution was passed
three years ago. Requested by Johnson after
a reported naval clash in the Gulf, it con-
tained the stereotyped wording calling for
“all necessary measures to prevent further
aggression.”

It was not, as Senator Clifford Case (Rep.-
N.J.) expressed it so well this week, a con-
tinuing letter of credit to the President to
draw on indefinitely. In fact, a parallel move-
ment toward reassertion of Congressional
prerogatives in foreign policy is under way
in the Senate. There the Foreign Relations
Committee is expected to approve a resolu-
tlon limiting the authority of the executive
branch to enter into military commitments
without legislative approval.

Three years, as all Americans are aware,
have brought drastic changes in the war in
Vietnam and our commitment there. Con-
gressman Findley senses “a great uneasiness”
over this situation among members of Con-
gress, including many who had voted for the
Gulf of Tonkin resolution.

In his careful, restrained approach, Findley
rightly points out that placing the Vietnam
issue “squarely on the Congressional anvil”
should ultimately have a unifying influence
in clarifying America's will and purpose and
“removing the feeling of uneasiness so preva-
lent today.”

More evidence of general concern is shown
by the dramatic change in the latest Cali-
fornia Poll of persons representing all shades
of political opinion and walks of life. Com-
pared with a year ago, there has been a
definite shift among both Democrats and
Republicans against the Johnson Adminis-
tration's policy of escalation and Increased
emphasis on military measures in Vietnam.

The stirring in Congress to tackle head on
its constitutional responsibilities is a healthy
development for the country.

POLICIES IN SOUTHEAST ASIA

Mrs. DWYER. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman of New Jersey ?

There was no objection.

Mrs. DWYER. Mr. Speaker, as one of
the more than 50 Members of the House
who this week cosponsored companion
resolutions directing the appropriate
committees of the Congress to consider
and report on the desirability of further
congressional action with respect to our
policies in Southeast Asia, I should like
to outline very briefly the reasons which
led me to join in sponsoring the resolu-
tion and to suggest what I believe are
some of the benefits which can be real-
ized from approval of the resolution.

Never before in our history, to the best
of my knowledge, has the United States
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ever fought a major war in which con-
gressional participation in the determi-
nation of policy has been so strictly lim-
ited. Aside from the Gulf of Tonkin reso-
lution in August 1964—which did not
even begin to contemplate the huge ex-
pansion of the war which followed—the
role of the Congress has, for all practi-
cal purposes, been limited to the more or
less routine approval of military authori-
zations and appropriations.

It is worth noting, too, that the Guilf
of Tonkin resolution, which was passed
without a dissenting vote in the House,
was considered in the midst of a presi-
dential campaign in which the principal
issue was the President’s strong opposi-
tion to & major expansion of the war.

To a considerable extent, therefore,
neither the people nor their representa-
tives in the Congress have been consulted
about decisions which have involved the
United States, step by step, in one of the
costliest, most destructive and most dan-
gerous wars in history. Whatever our in-
dividual views may be about this war and
the administration’s conduct of it, there
is no reason to doubt that Congress has
important constitutional, political and
moral responsibilities concerning the
Vietnam conflict. This is especially true
in the absence of a formal declaration
of war. Our resolution, Mr. Speaker,
would provide a means for Congress to
accept and carry out these responsibili-
ties.

The lack of real deliberation with re-
spect to our policy in Southeast Asia on
the part of the Nation’s chief delibera-
tive body has contributed, I believe, to
the restlessness, the questioning, the un-
ease in the country which have been
noted by several of our colleagues. With-
out the leadership of Congress, the na-
tional debate on this major aspect of our
foreign policy has inevitably been inade-
quate. It has lacked direction and focus.
Our people have been deprived of reliable
information on which to form a mean-
ingful public opinion about our national
purpose and the means we are using to
achieve it. And the administration has
been deprived of the benefits of account-
ability, the searching scrutiny which
would require it to do a better job of in-
forming the people and justifying its
policy.

In my own experience as a Member of
Congress, Mr. Speaker, I have found it
impossible to justify to my constituents
the failure of Congress to conduct a
thorough debate on our Vietnam pol-
icy. In no other area of major national
policy—foreign or domestic—have we
failed to do this. In most areas, in fact,
such debate or deliberation is carried on
periodically as Congress considers legis-
lation to establish, amend, or appropriate
for such programs as foreign aid, the
war on poverty, housing, urban develop-
ment, agriculture, public works, and so
forth. The war in Vietnam, inexplicably,
is the only exception, and this is the
single most crucial issue confronting the
country.

Approval of our resolution will bring
the issue of U.S. policy in Vietnam be-
fore the Congress for the very first time
in all its fullness and complexity. It will
provide the first real opportunity for
Congress—the direct representatives of
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the people—to consider all aspects of our
policy in that beleaguered land, to deter-
mine whether and to what extent we
approve of the policies being followed
by the administration, and to recommend
whatever changes, if any, we may want to
urge upon the administration. I am sure
I speak for all the cosponsors of our reso-
lution when I say that we have no de-
sire or intention to usurp or limit in any
way the constitutional authority of the
Chief Executive for the conduct of our
foreign relations or the command of our
Armed Forces. Our sole purpose is to as-
sure the people, through their Congress,
their right to participate in the determi-
nation of their own destiny.

If our resolution is approved, Mr.
Speaker, I suggest that we can antici-
pate many benefits, including the fol-
lowing:

First, the provision of more and better
information about our Vietnam policies
by the administration;

Second, greater understanding of the
nature and extent and legal basis of our
commitment in Vietnam;

Third, a more accurate estimate of our
present military position and future
prospects in Vietnam;

Fourth, greater awareness of the in-
ternational political implications of our
present course;

Fifth, the opportunity for congres-
sional consideration of such critical and
complex issues as the significance of the
bombing of North Vietnam, the ade-
quacy of U.S, efforts to bring the war to
the negotiating table, and the character
of the pacification program, together
with consideration of the several impor-
tant alternatives to present policies in
each of these areas which have been
proposed by a number of our colleagues
and which have received less than forth-
right responses from the administration;
and, finally,

Sixth, the opportunity for a formal
expression of Congress views on the war
in general and on the more significant
specific issues raised by the war.

During the years of our involvement
in the fighting in Vietnam, Mr. Speaker,
our commitment has grown to the point
where it now extends to nearly half a
million young Americans and tens of
billions of American dollars. Is it too
much to ask, I wonder, for Congress to
stop long enough to consider in depth
what we are doing, and why, and where
we are going? We owe it to our people
and to our own self-respect as a great
legislative institution.

PRESIDENTIAL APPOINTMENTS TO
NEW CITY COUNCIL

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I was as-
tounded and embarrassed by the Presi-
dent’s appointment yesterday to the new
City Council.

Can anyone in this body imagine a
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draft dodger, a conscientious objector,
being chairman of a city council or chair-
man of a board of supervisors in any
other city or county of the United States
during a war?

Can you imagine any other city or
county tolerating a city councilman who
was a rabblerouser, a promoter of dem-
onstrations who condones civil disobedi~
ence, during a time when our cities are
trying so desperately to maintain and
enhance respect for law and order?

Can you imagine the appointment of
a8 Bobby Baker crony, a bank manipu-
lator, a lobbyist, as the chairman of the
city council of a city straining for a sem-
blance of prestige and respectability?

Perhaps we should sympathize with the
President. Admittedly, his choices were
drastically limited. Washington may be
& classic example of a fundamental fail-
ing of our cities. Long ago the competent
and concerned citizens moved to the sub-
urbs. They were no longer willing to
carry the burden of city management
and of citizen participation required to
make a city pleasant and progressive for
those who were unwilling to carry their
share of the load. The incompetent and
unconcerned have stayed behind. They
cannot manage themselves, their homes,
their streets, or neighborhoods. How
could they manage their city? Into the
inner core of the big cities have moved
many people who have absolutely no ex-
perience, training, or ability in city man-
agement or city citizenship. Little won-
der our cities have deteriorated.

Like other cities, too many people have
moved to Washington for what they can
get or take from the city—not what they
can contribute. Until the citizens con-
tribute more than they consume, their
neighborhood and their city will dete-
riorate.

It is obvious now why the President
had to go out of Washington to find a
city manager and an assistant city man-
ager. There was no one in Washington
competent to fill the requirements.

We should study these appointments to
the new City Council carefully. The ob-
vious implications are a tragic commen-
tary on the competency and level of eciti-
zenship of the Nation's Capital. If these
nominees are the best Washington, D.C.,
can offer, the District is a long way from
effective or competent home rule, and
there are many problems ahead which
cannot be solved by spending more and
more Federal money and some serious
ills that can be cured only by raising the
competency level of the citizenry.

A FANTASTIC PLOT—PART II

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. ASHBROOK., Mr, Speaker, yester-
day I inserted into the REcorp reports
from UPI and the Philadelphia Inquirer
detailing the fantastic plot against vari-
ous leading political figures in Philadel-
phia. The Philadelphia Inquirer of today
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details the latest developments of mem-
bers of the Chinese Communist oriented
Revolutionary Action Movement who
are behind it all, Today’s revelations in-
dicate intentions of murdering the Presi-
dent of the United States and the Direc-
tor of the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tions.

The extreme nature of RAM has been
known for some time, but to help fill in
the details of their tactics and goals, I
insert into the Recorp excerpts of the In-
quirer’s article, “Death of President,
Tate, Rizzo, Plotted by Ring, Convict
Says,” by George J. Murray and E. J.
Hussie:

DearH oF PresIDENT, TATE, Rizzo PLOTTED
BY Ring, Convicr Says HOOVER, SPECTER
ALso oN List
(By George J. Murray and E. J. Hussle)

A conspiracy to murder high Government
and city officlals and destroy with dynamite
Federal and municipal buildings has been
exposed by an escaped Georgia convict now
being held for extradition, it was disclosed
Thursday.

According to the informer, the assassina-
tion list included President Johnson, FBI
Director J. Edgar Hoover, Mayor James H.
J. Tate, District Attorney Arlen Specter and
Police Commissioner Frank L. Rizzo,

DYNAMITE CHARGE

Tate, according to the informer, was to be
killed with dynamite charged to detonate
when he started his car. Rizzo was to be shot
by the informer himself, who boasted he
asked only five days to “set Rizzo up.”

There were indications late Thursday the
informer would be arrested on charges of
threatening to kill the officials named in the
list he claimed was supplied by members of
the Revolutionary Action Movement (RAM),
an anarchist, Black Power group sympathet-
ically allled with Red China.

The man was identified as Herman Balley,
allas Robert Earl Balley, 22, of Atlanta, who
now is being held at Holmesburg Prison.
Bailey was arrested last November and held
for extradition proceedings to Georgia. He
was transferred to Holmesburg last August
as a troublemaker after attempting to start
a riot in the House of Detentlon.

POLITICAL ISSUE

The plot disclosed by Bailey immediately
was made a political i{ssue by Tate who
charged Specter—his opponent in Novem-
ber's mayoralty election—Ileft the Mayor and
his family defenseless by failing to warn him
of the danger of assassination.

Specter replied that Rizzo was kept abreast
of the investigation from the beginning as a
result of a system of “instant coordination
between the District Attorney’s office, the Po-
lice Department and the FEL"

Balley, who is being held without ball for
Georgia authorities and faces a detainer filed
by the U.S. District Court, where he recently
was sentenced to nine months’ imprisonment,
sald the RAM members promised to help ob-
tain his freedom so that he could shoot Rizzo.

EXPERT RIFLE SHOT

Bailey claimed to be an expert shot with a
rifle.

The alleged multiple assassination plot
came to light just one day after another
youth, who said he was a member of RAM,
turned over a half-pound of potassium cya-
nide to the FBI and sald it was intended for
use to kill policemen and other citizens in the
wake of an artificially instigated riot.

The FBI laboratory in Washington studied
the cyanide and reported it in “pure” state.
Experts sald its quantity was sufficient to kill
1000 to 4500 persons.

The poison plot was exposed by Hilton
Louis Jones, 22, of Wilt st. near 31st, He is
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a nelghbor of Maxwell Stanford, 33, of Fon-
taine st. near 31st and Diamond sts., who has
been identified as national leader of RAM.

Last. summer, Stanford and 15 New York
RAM members were arrested on charge of
plotting the murders of moderate Negro lead-
ers Roy Wilkins, executive director of the Na-
tional Association for the Advancement of
Colored People, and Whitney M. Young, ex-
ecutive director of the National Urhan
League.

It was not disclosed whether Balley iden-
tifled other members of the multiple assas-
sination plot—which included plans to dyna-
mite City Hall, the Police Administration
Building at 8th and Race sts., and the Federal
Courthouses at 9th and Market sts.

NAMES THREE IN PLOT

However, Jones—who was reported as co-
operating with the FBI for weeks during an
investigation—identified three men by name
and one by description as fellow conspirators.
+ One of those named, William James Lyles,
28, of Cumberland st. near Front, was found
already in custody at the Phlladelphia de-
tention center.

Reginald Grantham, 21, was arrested in a
house on Spring Garden st. near 36th on
Thursday afternoon by members of the po-
lice civil disobedience unit, which received a
tip he was hiding out there.

CHICAGO STUDENT

Grantham was taken Immediately to the
Administration Building, where he asked that
he be interrogated without delay. He was
joined there by his attorney, Arthur Early.

. The third man named by Jones was plcked

up Wednesday night in Chicago near the
University of Chicago campus, where he is
enrolled as a political science graduate stu-
dent.

He is Anthony B. Monteiro, 22, who sald he
was a graduate of Lincoln University. The
fourth man, identified only as Sakeeb, still
is being sought.

WAIVES' EXTRADITION

Monteiro was arralgned before a Chicago
magistrate early Thursday and refused to
walve extradition. However, later, he ap-
peared in Cook County Court accompanied
by two lawyers and walved extradition be-
fore Judge Joseph A. Power.

‘Monteiro denied in Chicago he was con-
nected with any Black Power groups and
stated he would *“get all this straightened
out” upon his return to Philadelphia.

He was hurried to an airliner and was due
to arrive at International Airport here at
11:36 p.m. Thursday.

Specter said Lyles, Grantham and Monteiro
would be arraigned Friday morning in City
Hall before Judge Leo Welnrott.

TRAINING CAMP

Balley said he was told that RAM operated
a large “tralning headquarters"” somewhere
in Virginia and that he would be taken there
after he assassinated Rizzo.

Balley and Jones reportedly both submitted
voluntarily to lle-detector tests, which indi-
cated they were telling the truth.

The investigation of the Balley revelations
dates back a month or more—no one would
say exactly how far. It was so secret that
Edward J. Hendrick, superintendent of
Philadelphia prisons, was unaware it was
golng on.
~ Hendrick told The Inquirer on Thursday he
was so irked over repeated delays in Balley's
extradition proceedings he prodded the Dis-
trict Attorney's office “to move this thing.”

“He was being taken downtown to court
once every three weeks," Hendrick sald. “Each
time he would be returned to prison with a
card marked ‘ease continued.’ He was down
there (City Hall) last Tuesday.”

It was learned that on Tuesday, Balley's
statement was prepared formally, signed and
sworn to.
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Hendrick said Bailey was one of the “ring-
leaders” in the Detention Center whenever
there was trouble.

TROUBLEMAKER

“A number of our ringleaders are coming
up in other things,” he said. “We feel good
we were able to spot them.”

He sald Lyles was spotted as a trouble-
maker when he arrived at the Detention
Center last August on charges of inciting to
riot.

“We put him straight into the House of
Correction to keep him separated from the
others,” Hendrick said.

PLANNING ORDERLY RURAL DE-
VELOPMENT CAN CHECK THE
gERSVERCROWDmG OF URBAN CEN-

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from West Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, the problems of our over-
crowded cities have erupted into violence
in so many areas this summer that we
must take action on many different
fronts. The possibility of intelligently
planning the orderly development of ru-
rual areas has not been examined as
thoroughly as I believe it should be.

Some cogent analysis of these problems
and their solution is contained in a series
of editorials in the Huntington, W. Va.,
Advertiser, September 25 to 28, which
follows:

DrFFicULTIES OF Bie Cities TiEp TO ILLs
oF SmaLL TownNs

The bafiling problems of the big cities, par-
ticularly those of the ghettos, have resulted
to a considerable extent from the troubles
of the rest of the country.

The drift of people from rural areas and
small communities to the cities has been
under way for many years. In the last decade
it has been greatly increased by three fac-
tors:

1. The inabllity of many tenant farmers
and owners of small farms to make a decent
living.

2. The elimination of jobs, particularly in
coal mines, by the use of machinery.

3. The determination of more and more
Negroes to gain their civil rights and better
opportunities for themselves and thelr chil-
dren.

Burveys have shown that the movement
to the cities is beginning to slow down. But
federal officials have reported that the num-
ber of migrants still reaches about 600,000
a year.

Los Angeles Mayor Sam Yorty sald recently
that about 1,000 newcomers arrive there each
week. He estimated that at least a fourth of
them come from the South.

Most of the migrants lack skills for any job
that pays well. These usually drift into the
ghettos and increase the crowding in the woe-
fully substandard housing there.

Thousands that can't find work have to
depend on welfare benefits. Some turn to
crime.

But besides the disadvantaged newcomers
who greatly complicate the problems of the
big urban centers, many talented and edu-
cated young people who could benefit their
smaller communities go to cities to take ad-
vantage of more promising opportunities for
a career.

Men from Huntington have risen high in
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law, medicine and business in New York
and other large cities. Several have done
well in art, science, engineering and the
entertainment field.

The hospital and research facilities of the
big cities offer strong attractions especially
to young doctors of exceptional ability.

The major cause of the acute shortage of
doctors in this state is the tendency of grad-
uates of the West Virginia Medical Center
to leave for practice elsewhere.

The acquisition of independent retail and
wholesale businesses and industries by large
corporations also has tended to drain compe~
tent and ambitious young people away from
towns and small cities.

The most capable employes of the corpo-
rations move up to better jobs and generally
reach a big city. .

The afiliation of the Chesapeake & Ohio
and the Baltimore & Ohio railroads has al-
ready resulted in the transfer of more em-
ployes from Huntington than will come here.

The loss of community leaders through
such transfers and the removal of young peo-
ple who would become leaders tend to reduce
the launching of new enterprises that would
create jobs.

There are opportunities here for the de-
velopment of profitable aluminum fabrica-
tion Industries such as those operating near
the Kailser Aluminum & Chemical Corp.
works at Spokane, Wash.

Before the EKaiser plant opened at Ravens-
wood, the company took a number of news-
men and Chamber of Commerce representa-
tives  to kane. Company spokesmen
pointed out that operations similar to those
in that area could be developed along the
Ohio and Kanawha Valleys for fabricating
aluminum from the Ravenswood plant.

The possibilities were discussed in West
Virginia newspapers at the time, But fabri-
cating industries have not developed as they
might have if there had been more enter-
prising men in the area.

Similarly there are opportunities here for
the opening of plants to fabricate nickel,
steel and plastics produced in and near
Huntington. But there are few such opera-
tlons even though the city is prospering from
the payrolls of its big industries and from
heavy shipments of coal.

The constant draining of people away from
rural and small urban areas to the over-
crowded cities is comparable to giving an
overweight patient with high blood pressure
one transfusion after another from an under-
weight victim of anemia.

The big  patient has already suffered
attacks similar to apoplectic strokes in the
form of destructive riots, His well-being is
further endangered by polluted air and
water, Increasing crime and the nerve strain
of crowding, commuting and competing for
advancement.

The rising costs of government and the
increasing welfare load comparable to medi-
cal bills are forcing the patient to call for
more and more aid.

The anemic patient, who represents the
rural urban areas, lacks the means to provide
the remedies for the symptoms or the basic
causes of his trouble.

Under Secretary of Agriculture John A,
Schnittker said in an address at Columbus,
Ohio, some time ago:

“Rural towns that once flourished with
manufacturing or as railroad centers are now
stagnant or deteriorating aggregations of
grocery stores, taverns, feed stores, filling
stations, garages and empty buildings. They
have lost: their place in our modern
economy.”

For several years The Advertiser has been
urging legislation to deal with the twin prob-
lems of the deterloration of towns and the
festering of overcrowded clties.

Now riots and other troubles of the cities
have forced themselves upon the attention
of high federal officials. At the same time
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members of Congress and some members of
the President’s Cabinet have taken up the
problems of rural America.

Remedies proposed to adjust the imbalance
in which 70 per cent of the people live on one
per cent of the land will be discussed in other
editorials of this series.

ErrForTs UNDER WAY To Srow DRIFT OF

PEOPLE TO CITIES

Several federal programs have been
launched to help relleve poverty, create Jobs,
provide training for them, improve living
conditions and in general offer a better life
for both city and rural dwellers,

Such efforts should be continued, and some
of them should be expanded to meet the
needs of millions of disadvantaged people,

But while these remedies relieve some of

the troubles, they do not sufficiently reduce
the migration of people from the stagnant
rural areas to the already crowded big cities.
For that a more extensive effort is neces-
sary.
The continuing flow of people from farms
and rural towns to the congested big urban
areas has been called by Secretary of Agri-
culture Orville L. Freeman one of the most
serious problems of our times.

For a penetrating study of possible solu-
tions he has announced the sponsorship of
a symposium by himself and five other
Cabinet members in Washington next De-
cember. Eminent economists, soclologlsts,
city planners and population sgpecialists will
attend.

Meanwhile, other officials have proposed
attacks on the problem.

West Virginia’s Democratic Sens. Jen-
nings Randolph and Robert C. Byrd have
joined in cosponsoring a rural development
bill presented by Republican Sen. James B.
Pearson of Eansas.

The measure proposes these tax incentives
for attracting job-producing industries and
commercial establishments to rural areas:

1. A 14 per cent credit on machinery in-
stead of the normal 7 per cent.

2. A 7 per cent investment credit on the
cost of the buillding.

3. An accelerated depreciation of two-
thirds on machinery, equipment and
building.

4. A 25 per cent tax deduction above the
normal 100 per cent for wages pald low-
income persons.

Credits and deductions can be carrled
backward three years and forward 10 years.

A number of conditions are provided for
the benefits, The firm must locate in a
county that does not have a clty of more
than 50,000 population.

At least 15 per cent of the familles of the
county must have incomes of under $3,000 a
year, or employment must have declined at
an annual rate of more than 5 per cent dur-
ing the last five years,

Areag are Included where the closing or
curtailing of operations of a Defense Depart-

ment installation is likely to cause a substan-
tial removal of residents.

The secretary of agriculture may a.lso
certify the eligibility of Indian reservations
after consulting with the secretary of the
interlor.

Another of the several additional require-
ments 1s that the employer must prove that
he has not discontinued a similar enterprise
and will not reduce the employment in any
other area as a result of opening the new
establishment.

Restrictions upon the areas in which the
benefits would be effective would prevent the
development of jobs that would attract many
unemployed workers from the big cities.

But if it proved as effective ag 1ts sponsors
hope, the measure would at least slow the
removal of people from rural areas,

Possibly in' time its provisions could be
extended to encourage the opening of estab-
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lishments offering work for which city dwell-
ers could be trained and resettled.

Many depressed rural areas, such as those
in much of Appalachia, however, are not suit-
able for extensive industrial development.
The best hope of economic progress for the
mountainous counties of eastern and south-
ern West Virginia lies in the development of
vacation and recreational facilities,

Dams, reservoirs, parks and forest reserva-
tions already existing or proposed in that
region offer encouragement for bulilding a
great playground that would provide work
for thousands.,

Completion of the Interstate Highway sys-
tem, Appalachian development roads and the
Allegheny scenic highway proposed by Sen.
Byrd would open those areas of rugged nat-
ural beauty for the enjoyment of millions
from the steaming cities of the East and
Middle West.

For full success of this development and
others in the program of balanced economic
growth of the nation, however, still faster
transportation facilities will be necessary.

Business and industrial personnel will need
Jjet plane service back and forth and rapid
helicopter travel to and from regional air-
ports. There will also be need for fast pas-
senger trains that will carry automobiles.

" The rural areas and small cities must have
the means of providing theatres, libraries,
playgrounds, better schools, regional col-
leges, swimming pools, golf courses, hospitals
and other medical facilities.

There must be facilities to enable young
people to develop their full potential for
success and to enable them and their elders
to travel quickly and frequently to the big
cities for business or pleasure.

And these less populous areas must grant
the full rights of citizenship and full op-
portunities for education, employment and
advancement to all persons regardless of race
or color,

The disadvantaged particularly should be
urged to profit by their opportunities.

; This should be done because it is right and
ust.

But besides that, encouraging the mil-
lions of low-income families throughout the
country to qualify for a higher standard of
living would bring a level of progress and
prosperity never before approached.

The resultant wealth and harmony would
give the nation a strength and respect in the
world that it could never otherwise achleve.

STUDY PROPOSED AS BaAsIs For Barawncep U.S.
GROWTH

A plan for an extensive study of means
of achieving a better balance in the economic
growth of the United States has been offered
in a proposed joint resolution of Congress.

The measure was introduced in the Senate
by Sen. Karl E. Mundt, R-8. D., for himself
and 18 others, including Sen. Jennings Ran~
dolph, D-W, Va.

To carry out the study the resolution au-
thorizes the President to appoint a commis-
sion of 20 members,

Four of the appointees would come from
United States cities having a population of
at least a million, Four would be from ecities
of between a million and 100 thousand popu-
lation, four from those of between 100 and
10 thousand, and four from communities of
less than 10 thousand.

The final four would be appointed for
special qualifications to help carry out the
work of the commission without regard to
place of residence or political afliation.

Not more than half of those chosen from
cities or towns could be from the same politi-
cal party.

The commission would make an analysis
and evaluation of:

1. The social, political and economic fac-
tors that affect the geographical location of
industry;

2. The social, political and economic factors
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necessary to enable industries to operate effi-
ciently outside large urban centers or to oper-
ate and expand within large urban centers
without the creation of new economic and
Bocial problems;

3. The limits imposed upon population
density to enable municipalities or other po-
Htical subdivisions to provide public services
in the most efficient and effective manner;

4. The effect on government efficiency gen-
erally of differing patterns and intensities of
population coneentration;

5. The extent to which a better geographic
balance In the economic development of the
nation serves the public interest;

6. The role that state and local govern-
ment can and should play in promoting geo-
graphiec balance in the economic develop-
ment of a state or region; and

7. Practical ways in which federal expen-
ditures can and should be managed to en-
courage a greater geographic balance in the
economic development of the nation.

The study would also cover various ways
by which the federal government might ef-
fectively encourage a more balanced eco-
nomic growth,

The resolution requires that the st.udy be
completed and a report of findings and rec-
ommendations be submitted to the President
and to Congress within two years after its
effective date.

The commission and its authorized sub-
committees and members are empowered to
hold hearings. Departments and agencies of
the executive branch of the government are
directed to furnish any information the
commission requests to help in carrying out
its work.

The study would not be limited to the sub-
Jects specifically assigned. Experlence gained
as the work progressed would doubtless open
new avenues of investigation.

The major purpose of the resolution seems
to be to open the way for planning national
economic growth to obtain a better balance.

The imbalance now existing between the
troubled, overcrowded cities and the deteri-
orating rural areas glves abundant evidence
of the need of such a program.

The possible benefits of national planning
have been demonstrated also by the improve-
ments brought about by city and area plan-
ning.

If a planning program had been in effect
for the nation a generation ago, it could
have prevented or alleviated many of the
social and economic ills that challenge city,
state and federal governments today.

But besides providing the basis for a plan-
ning program, the study can encourage gen-
eral economic development by:

1. Stimulating community agencies to
greater effort in attracting business and in-
dustry to rural towns and areas.

2. Encouraging smaller cities to join In
regional development programs, as The Ad-
vertiser has been urging the Huntington and
Charleston areas to do in providing a new
airport midway between them.

3. Pointing out to progressive companies
opportunities for locating branch operations
in'certain areas and supplying ideas for ex-
panding various lines of production.

The commission might perform a distinct
service by studying the benefits of locating
rallway operating offices at the most advan-
tageous points along their lines.

This Tri-State Area is near the center of
the origin of much of the coal hauled by the
Chesapeake & Ohio Rallway Co. It would thus
seem to be a superior location for many of
the company’s offices.

Bringing more people here and providing
faster service would tend to attract diver-
sified industries to the area already highly
favored by an abundance of fresh water and
other resources such as coal, salt lxrmes and
natural gas.

Merger of the Norfolk & Western' wlth- the
Chesapeake & Ohio-Baltimore & Ohio-affilia-
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tion could open the way for the development
of a great rallway center here that would
provide the stimulus for the growth of a
much bigger metropolitan area.

Through such benefits of planned and
speeded economic growth the sponsors of the
resolution and the commission it established
could become the architects for rebullding
the nation into a balanced new pattern that
would assure all its people a fairer share of
its great riches, and would stand as a shining
example of justice and wise management
throughout the world.

NatioNaL PLannNiNG NEepED To BALANCE
FUuTURE GROWTH

The federal government itself could set
an example to private business and industry
for bringing about a better balance in the
nation’s economic and population growth.

For several years The Advertiser has been
advocating the creation of a national plan-
ning agency to make studies and recom-
mendations for the location of new federal
bases and installations and for the award
of new space and defense contracts.

A short time ago the Republican party’s
Natlonal Coordinating Committee proposed
in a five-point program that more govern-
ment contracts and installations go to poor
rural areas,

The five points were outlined In a New
York Times News Service story to The Ad-
vertiser as follows:

1. Economic incentives for factories to lo-
cate in poor rural areas; channeling more
government defense and supply contracts
and building more installations in such areas.

2. Increased ald for schools, including
more vocational-technical schools, in rural
areas.

3. Enactment of the rural community ac-
tion section of the opportunity crusade, the
Republican alternative to the administra-
tion's antipoverty program.

4. Providing rural areas with the kind of
employment service avallable to urban
workers.

5. Stepping up the work of the economic
development administration in poor rural
areas to attract new industries.

Not only slowing but eventually reversing
the migration from rural areas to big cities,
as previous editorials in this serles have
pointed out, is necessary as an attack upon
growing social and economie 1lls.

The need will become even more urgent
as the population of the big cities increases.
In recent years about four-fifths of the rapid
population growth has been in the already
congested cities, and much of that has been
in the crowded, impoverished slums.

How this crowding can increase, with con-
sequent complication of problems, is illus-
trated by predictions of future population

The number of people in the nation
reached 100,000,000 between the census of
1910 and that of 1920. The total in 1920 was
105,710,620, Within a few weeks the popula-
tion is expected to reach 200,000,000.

The increase from 100,000,000 to 200,000,-
000 will thus require about 50 years. But
forecasters say only about 30 years will be
necessary to reach 300,000,000.

If the proportionate rate of growth in the
big citles continues as it has in the last few
years, the problem of financing an adequate
war on poverty, pollution and congestion
could become too great for solution.

But as great as this problem would be,
the danger of cataclysmic destruction from
a possible nuclear attack upon the major
cities would be much more awesome.

These populous centers would be the first
targets of enemy missiles. The fact that some
of them are on the coasts would make them
still easier to hit with missiles from sub-
marines

And the location of many of our defense
facilities and essential production industries
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on the coasts would simplify the work of an
enemy in destroying them.

The need of dispersing essential defense in-
dustries and installations was widely dis-
cussed during the destructive bombing of
World War II.

Some European countries, notably Sweden,
have built extensive underground facilities.
We have concentrated even our defense re-
search facilities on the coasts, the most vul-
nerable areas.

Locating new federal installations on the
recommendations of a national planning
agency could definitely strengthen national
security.

In most cases it would probably also give
the installations other advantages not avail-
able at spots chosen by congressional com-
mlttt:e chairman influenced by their constit-
uents,

The threatened serious national water
problem is another vital reason for efforts to
reverse the migration to the big cities. The
seriousness of this threat has been demon-
strated by the water shortage that existed in
New York and other cities of the Northeast.

Conditions during the long drought there
gave ominous emphasis to the 1966 report
of a Senate Subcommittee on Air and Water
Pollution headed by Sen. Edmund S, Muskie,
D-Maline.

One paragraph of the report said:

“Our withdrawal of water was 40 billion
gallons per day in 1900. It will reach 450 bil-
lion gallons in 1970 and 650 billion gallons
per day in 1980. The current estimate of us-
able fresh water In lakes, streams, and reser-
volrs is 650 billion gallons a day. We will soon
reach the limit of our water supply, and be-
cause water demands will continue to rise in
accordance with population increases and per
capita use, it is clear that water needs can
be met only by an immediate large-scale ex-
pansion of our water resources development
program and by continued reuse of the avail-
able water supply. Unless pollution is con-
trolled, water cannot be reused.”

Dispersing the population to make better
use of the avallable supply of water is im-
portant not only because of the growing
household consumption but because of the
g&at quantities essential for some indus-

B.

Once the federal government demonstrated
the importance of dispersing its bases and
installations, private business and industry
would doubtless be inclined to follow its ex-
ample, particularly if tax Incentives were
offered.

A policy of channeling government con-
tracts into rural areas would also influence
industries to locate there.

The factors cited in this series of editorials
definitely seem to justify congressional ap-
proval of:

1. A bill providing tax incentives for the
location of business and industry in rural
areas;

2. A resolution for studies to provide the
base for a better balance in economic
growth;

3. A measure creating a national plan-
ning agency to make studies and recommen-
dations for the location of government in-
stallations and contracts.

The serious conditions discussed call for
prompt efforts to generate popular enthusi-
asm for planned progress that can bring such
enormous benefits.

Serlous troubles within the cities have al-
ready demonstrated that it may be much
later than we think.

Allowing the influx of people from rural
areas and towns to continue while middle-
class residents leave the core of cities for
the suburbs could make the problems im-
possible of solution.

That could bring on a hopeless era of vio-
lence and destruction even if fortune spared
the jam-packed millions cremation in the
flames of nuclear war.
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ACTION COULD HAVE BEEN TAKEN
ON A CONTINUING RESOLUTION
ON APPROPRIATIONS TODAY

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 1
minute.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Ohio?

There was no objection,

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, I should like
to observe that the House has been in
session today. It has passed legislation.

I further observe that if the Rules
Committee had met yesterday on the
continuing resolution, it could have been
brought up today and action taken on it.

MENTAL RETARDATION

Mr, BLACKBURN. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. CARTER] may extend
his remarks at this point in the REcorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, many
Americans today are concerned about
the population explosion and about the
problems of mentally retarded people.
What many of us who share these con-
cerns do not know is the close relation-
ship there is between them.

Mr. Speaker, Mrs. Katherine Oettinger,
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Family
Planning and Population, made a timely
speech last week at the dedication of the
Child Development Center at Howard
University.

The Child Development Center is one
of about 140 mental retardation clinics
now being supported in whole or in part
by the Children’s Bureau. These centers
provide training and care for the men-
tally retarded where it is most needed—
at the local level. As Mrs. Oettinger sald
of the Center at Howard University:

Your Child Development Center . . . will
be able to bring to . .. many families . ..
the most recent advances in the field of men-
tal retardation. And your work is of even
greater significance because your facllities are
right at the doorstep of the homes of so many
people who otherwise might find no relief
from their fears and their burdens.

Last week the House unanimously
passed the Mental Retardation Amend-
ments of 1967, a key element in Presi-
dent Johnson’s recommendations to aid
the welfare of our children. Its passage
insures that many more of the 6 million
mentally retarded Americans will receive
proper care and training by making
available funds to assist in the construc-
tlon and staffing of mental retardation
centers. This is indeed heartening.

But the pessimism expressed by several
Members of this House during the debate
on the bill as to the likelihood of any im-
mediate or substantial reduction in the
number of children born with this afflic-
tion was disheartening. This pessimism
stands in contrast to the optimism ex-
pressed by Mrs. Oettinger that we can do
something to reduce these rolls and we
can do it now.
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Two of the major ways in which we
can reduce the incidence of mental retar-
dation with the knowledge we now have
is through better maternal and child
care and by making family planning
services more readily available to all
mothers. As Mrs. Oettinger pointed out,
premature births occur most frequently
among four groups of women: teenage
mothers—particularly among unwed
teenage mothers—mothers over 40,
mothers who have already borne three
babies, and mothers who have children
one right after the other with no ade-
quate spacing between them.

Mrs. Oettinger offered some striking
figures. She said:

The baby who comes into life prematurely
is 20 times as vulnerable to mental retarda-
tion . , . as the full-term infant—Everytime
a woman delays pregnancy until she is in the
optimum condition for both child bearing
and child rearing, she increases the chance of
her future children to live a life free from
such handicapping defects as mental retar-
dation.

Other presently possible means of
lowering the incidence of mental re-
tardation are through universal vaccina-
tion against measles, through the screen-
ing of all newborn infants for phenyl-
ketonuria, commonly known as PKU, and
through widespread efforts to remove all
lead paints from the interiors of old
homes and to educate people as to the
dangers inherent in lead poisoning. Pro-
grams to counter these possible causes
of mental retardation are underway. The
Public Health Service spearheaded the
campaign to educate the public as to the
dangers of measles and cooperates with
State and local agencies to make measles
vaccine readily available at a minimum
cost to all children. By late 1966, 34
States had enacted laws pertaining to the
screening of newborn infants for PKU.
And the Children’s Bureau will shortly
issue a publication entitled, “Lead
Poisoning in Children” in an effort to
educate more physicians and parents to
this syndrome. The Bureau is also work-
ing with the Department of Housing and
Urban Development to chart a program
whereby local public health authorities
will make available to landlords, on a
low-cost basis, the machinery needed to
remove lead paint from the inside walls
of dwellings.

Thus we can and are doing something
for both sides of the coin of mental re-
tardation. While we cannot eradicate it
with the knowledge we now have, we can
lower the percentage of people who must
be afflicted. And we can help those un-
fortunates in our society who are affected
by it through therapy and treatment
provided in centers throughout the
country.

CONGRESSIONAL REFORM: ACTION
NOW

Mr. BLACKBURN, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. SCHWENGEL] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection.,
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Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to call the attention of my
colleagues to an article appearing in the
July-August issue of Rally entitled “The
Great Seniority Struggle: Can Congress
Survive as a Co-Equal Branch?” by
Donald Lambro.

On January 10 this year I introduced
a bill, HR. 96 to amend the rules of the
House to provide for the election of com-
mittee chairmen by secret ballot of the
members of each committee. My bill em-
bodies the proposal put forward by the
prestigious American Assembly of Co-
lumbia University, by my former col-
league John Lindsay, who researched
this subject for our Republican Task
Force on Congressional Reform, and by
others knowledgeable on this subject as
perhaps the fairest and most workable
alternative to the present method of
selecting committee chairmen purely on
the basis of longevity.

In matters of courtesy such as the
assignment of room space, I think that
reliance on seniority is probably as
equitable and practical a system as could
be devised. But on the question of choos-
ing who shall be the chairman of each
of the important standing and special
committees of the U.S. Congress, it seems
to me that we ought to be governed by
a higher law of logic than that which
says that the fellow who has been
around the longest shall therefore exer-
cise the greatest authority.

Obviously, I do not agree with Mr.
Lambro’s conclusion. But he is a hard-
working scholar, and I commend his con-
tribution to the literature on this subject.
His article is well worth reading, and I
hope that its appearance in the Cow-
GRESSIONAL REecorp will help to advance
the dialog on congressional reform.

As an immediate proposition, I urge
the leadership to schedule S. 355, the
Legislative Reorganization Aect of 1967,
for action by the House of Representa-
tives. This modest piece of reform legis-
lation, passed by an overwhelming vote
of the Senate, has been bottled up in the
Rules Committee approaching 7 months.
Although much will remain to be done,
this bill contains many provisions for the
modernization of our institutions that
are critically overdue and should be
promptly enacted.

THE GREAT SENIORITY STRUGGLE—CAN CoN-
GRESS SURVIVE AS A Co-EqQUAL BRANCH?
(By Donald Lambro)

Washington columnist William 8. White
likes to recall an incident that occurred at
the platform committee proceeding of the
1956 Democratic convention, Nearly the en-
tire day had been given over to complaints
against the senlority system in Congress. But
after the last witness had his say, Rep. John
W. McCormack, who is now Speaker of the
House, rose to make some concluding re-
marks. Warmly placing his arm around Negro
Congressman Willlam Dawson of Illinois, he
told the delegates that he understood and
sympathized with their positions. But, he
added, there was inside the House an actual-
ity of experience they did not understand.

“You see,” he sald, “if it were not for the
seniority system in the House I am bound
to tell you that I very much doubt that my
friend Bill Dawson would today be the chair-
man of a House committee.”

Each yeur various liberals suggest schemes
to replace “The System' as the method of
selecting comimittee chalrmen. Ex-Senators

27309

Lehman, Humphrey and Douglas, and their
colleagues, have repeatedly attempted to
substitute almost anything for the present
system of advancement through longevity.

In recent years the campaign has been in-
tensified by “reformers” both in and out of
Congress. Professor James MacGregor Burns
is the foremost academician with blueprints
for leveling “obstructionist” legislative
hurdles, Senator Joseph Clark (The Sapless
Branch) and Rep. Richard Bolling (House
Out of Order) head the congressional op-
ponents of the system.

Our purpose here is to examine the merits
of the seniority system in the hope that its
remarkable assets will be more fully recog-
nized. According to Dr. George Galloway,
House historlan, seniority has been en-
trenched in the Senate for well over a cen-
tury, but arose in the House only 56 years
ago. Liberals have consequently assumed the
system to be more tenuocus in the House,
but almost beyond removal in the Senate,
and have concentrated their fire on the
lower chamber. The resurgence of a Repub-
lican “sentiment” in the House as a result
of the 1966 elections has dampened, but not
extinguished, their ardor. Senilority is still
at the top of the liberals' list.

The seniority system is merely a reflection
of the customs and procedures of Congress.
“States’ rights, local elections, restricted
franchise, minority rights, rural over-repre-
sentation, checks and balances, congressional
power, the danger of majority or ‘mass’ rule,
judicial review (at least in the old days),
powerful committees, the seniority system,
the fillbuster—Iin short, the Madisonian sys-
tem in all its ramifications—arouse their
[conservatives'] support,” wrote FProfessor
Burns.

In his “brilliantly wrong book,” Deadlock
of Democracy, written several years before the
legendary 89th Congress enacted a flood of
welfarist legislation, Burns complained of
a deadlock in the political machinery of our
national government, Nothing was happening
in Washington, he sald, and nothing hap-
pens out in the country unless something
happens in Washington. Something, any-
thing, must be done. The White House would
ship bushels of bills to Captiol Hill, but Con-
gress slowly and methodically sifted every-
thing, permitting only a few to become law.
This is what the Massachusetts professor
called the “deadlock” and he reasoned that
it was caused by “obstructionism” in Con-
gress—Ii.e.,, committee chairmen, House rules,
and off-year elections.

Burns then proposed a tidy scheme to per-
mit the liberals, whom he calls the Presi-
dential Democrats and Presidential Republi-
cans, to seize the two parties. If both parties
were liberal, he reasoned, the outcome in
Congress would be as delightful (liberal) as
the presidential elections which, he sald,
were always a race between leftward-think-
ing candidates. In each house, he continued,
there would be the Presidential Party (Re-
publicans and Democrats supporting the
President’s program) and the Congressional
Party (Republicans and Democrats who op-
pose the White House program). The pro-
fessor is obviously eager to expand the
strength of the former and undermine the
latter.

“What it takes,” he wrote, “ls majority
support for changes in Congress, determina-
tion, parliamentary resourcefulness, and per-
sistence. ., . . [S]upported by a Johnson or a
Nelson Rockefeller in the White House, the
presidential party in Congress should pool its
strength with the other presidential party
to strengthen both Senate and House.”

When the reformers talk of “strengthen-
ing" Congress, they do not mean it in the
traditional check-and-balance sense of re-
newing legislative prerogatives vis-a-vis the
executive. A “strengthened” Congress is one
subservient to the presidency, a8 Congress
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composed of liberals; a Congress whose com-
mittees are controlled by cooperative people.

Conservative Professor Willmoore EKendall
underscores the Machiavelllanlsm of Mr.
Burns' proposal for a congressional coup
d’etat. “Give Mr. Burns and his friends a
free hand with our political machinery,” he
argued in their Pasadena debate, “let them
do a little tinkering with it, and everything
will come out all right! All of which is to
say, Mr. Burns and his friends will then get
thelr way in American politics: the White
House program will be adopted and all good
things will be added unto us.”

It is apparent, on close examination, that
the seniority system does govern the *“pro-
cedures and organization as well as the se-
lection of committee chairmen.” “It is per-
haps worth remarking,” James Burnham
wrote, “that this is also true of all other legis-
lative bodies (state and municipal) in the
United States, though it is only in connection
with Congress that the issue has excited
much public debate.

“Unquestionably, as a glance at any ses-
sion's roster of committee chairmen proves,
seniority upsets the plebiscitary relations
in favor of age, of social stability in the
constituencies, of southern and normally
one-party states against more volatile re-
gions, and of farming or small town dis-
tricts against the big citles.”

And it is through these key districts, these
safe seats, that those congressmen estab-
lish their tenure and accumulate years of
service and knowledge—an internship that
frequently transforms freshmen into seniors,
novices into experts, and congressmen into
statesmen,

However, the facts do not altogether mesh
with the myth that nearly all committee
chairmen are conservative southern Demo-
crats who bail from backward rural areas
and seldom vote with their own party.

For example, of the twenty House stand-
ing committee chairmen in the 90th Con-
gress only three have an Americans for Con-
stitutional Action rating above 60%; Colmer,
80%: Burleson, T4%; and McMillan, 65%.
Thirteen out of the 20 have an ACA rating of
309% or less. Americans for Democratic Action
scores correspond inversely to these percent-
ages. Committee chairmanships have hardly
been usurped by conservatives.

Of the 20 standing committee chairmen,
6 come from the south, 5 from the north, 2
from border states, 2 from the west, and 5
from the southwest.

New York Times commentator Arthur
Krock, writing in the Jan. 22 Sunday Times
Magazine, vigorously defended the seniority
system after a lifetime of observing it in
actlon. Some of his observations, however,
are not totally accurate. Rather, he seemed
to reinforce the myth that committee chair-
men almost overwhelmingly belong to a
rural America of yesterday. A close look at
the facts suggests that those who have ar-
rived at this conclusion are in error.

Nine House committee chairmen can defi-
nitely be placed in the rural column: Mills,
Teague, Willls, Colmer, Staggers, Aspinall,
Burleson, McMillan and Rivers. However, 7
chairmen are solidly in the urban column:
Miller, Fallon, Dulski, Garmatz, Celler, Daw-
son, and Morgan. More important, though, 4
of these standing committee chalrmen come
from what can accurately be described as
semlurban areas which have through the
years felt the impact of industrial expansion
and the infiux of large numbers of people.
For instance, Rep. George H. Mahon (Appro-
priations) comes from Lubbock, Texas, with a
population of over 181,000, and can hardly
be called a rural congressman. Rep. W. R.
Poage of Waco, Texas, comes from & rapidly
expanding district. Waco’s population ex-
ceeds 170,000. Another Texas chalirman,
Wright Patman, from industrially expanding
Texarkana (pop. 99,000) obviously falls to
qualify in the rural column. Rep. Carl D.
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Perkins of EKentucky has several rapidly
growing metropolitan areas in his once-le-
thargic district, The point is, that population
and industrial growth are rapidly urbanizing
a number of rural districts. Thus only nine
of twenty chairmen can be described as
rurally-oriented, and some of these districts
are changing rapidly.

The record of party support among House
committee chairmen 1is, surprisingly, quite
good. The notion that they are renegade
mavericks who constantly bolt their party
leadership is just so much mythology. Fully
half of the standing committee chairmen of
the present Congress supported their party
during the 89th Congress more than 756%
of the time. Of the remaining ten chairmen,
four supported their party leadership more
than 50% of the time. The remaining six
supported their party an average of 27%
of the time. All these statistics simply do not
support the theory that seniority is a major
factor In congressional resistance to White
House proposals.

Committee chairmen wield considerable
authority over the affairs of their commit-
tees and the subcommittees beneath them.
But in most cases they are not the iron-
fisted despots portrayed by various pundits
and political scientists. They direct commit-
tee affairs in much the manner that execu-
tives In any complex organization oversee
operations.

But just what is it that gives chairmen
their power? Let's run down the list. They
arrange the agenda; appoint subcommittees;
designate chairmen; refer legislative matters
to the subcommittees, decide when the com-
mittee is to meet; whether or not to hold
hearing; approve the list of witnesses; hire
the staff; decide what and when to investi-
gate; manage legislation on the floor; declde
when the committee is to vote; open and
close committee debate; and decide whether
hearings will be open or executive. They can,
if they wish, pigeonhole legislation or speed
up action on it, or amend it substantially
with assistance from committee colleagues.

It is argued that these are extraordinary
powers, inconsistent with modern democracy
and efficiency. But this argument ignores the
broad spectrum of checks on the chairman's
power. A simple majority vote by the House
can bring to the floor any bill being stalled
in committee. A simple procedure known as
Calendar Wednesday can also pry loose a bill
from a reluctant committee chairman. And
In almost every instance the Speaker (now
that the 21-day rule has been repealed) can
request the chairman to report a bill from
committee. Beveral other maneuvers are also
available. Often the chairman himself estab-
lishes clear rules of procedure and schedul-
ing to protect the committee from arbitrary
rules and dilatory maneuvers,

Seniority is not a rigid system that in-
variably elevates long-term incompetents to
authority. It can at times be extremely flex-
ible, often resolving problems and tie-ups
with amazing speed and smoothness, No one
was surprised, for instance, when the late
Sen. Theodore Green (D-R.I.) relinquished
his chairmanship of the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee in 1959 even though he
continued as that committee’s highest rank-
ing member. He was eminently qualified, but
because of age he was no longer able to
handle the enormous workload of committee
business. The younger Mr. Fulbright auto-
matically took command, There have been
several instances where congressmen have
switched committee positions to enable each
man to work in a fleld in which he had
greater competence and interest.

Often the House has carefully circum-
vented seniority to patch a break in the con-
gressional machinery without disrupting the
system itself. R. Ewing Thomason, who later
became a federal judge in Texas, was the ac-
tual chairman during the early postwar pe-
riod of the now-defunct House Committee
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on Military Affairs, The Chalrman by senior-
ity, however, was Andrew May of Eentucky,
who later got into trouble with the govern-
ment over influence peddling. The entire
House knew about Thomason’s de facto con-
trol of the committee, but not a word was
uttered about it outside the caucus rooms.
The senlorlty ranking, on the surface, was
left untouched. :

The removal of Rep. Adam Clayton Powell
from his chairmanship of the House Educa-
tion and Labor Committee is still another
example of the power to override the system
and punish members who flout House stand-
ards. The Powell case provides a modern
example of the flexibility with which Con-
gress operates.

Though the House and Senate have been
reluctant to weaken the prerogatives of se-
niority, they have at times sternly punished
those who have misused the system. Only a
few years ago a liberal faction of the Demo-
cratic Party successfully purged Rep. Albert
Watson (8.C.) and John Bell Williams
(Miss.) of their seniority for supporting the
candidacy of Barry M. Goldwater in 1964.
During the 69th Congress, in 1925, Wisconsin
Republicans John M. Nelson and Florian
Lampert were purged of their seniority after
campalgning as La Follette Progressives in
the 1924 elections. Both were committee
chalrmen, and they and the entire Wiscon-
gin delegation were quickly dropped to the
bottom of the seniority ladder of their party.

Still earlier, Rep. John Randolph of Vir-
ginia lost his chalrmanship of the Ways and
Means Committee in 1807 for what was de-
scribed as “eccentric and arbitrary behavior.”
He apparently didn’t learn his lesson, for
several years later he was bodily evicted from
the chamber by Speaker Henry Clay for bring-
ing a pair of hunting dogs onto the House
floor.

The point is, the orderly workings of the
senlority system have not coerced the mem-
bers into becoming its servants. Rather, the
system’s uniqueness is that it serves its mem-
bers well, vear In and year out.

Heinz Evlau, writing for the American En-
terprise Institute, argues that “as a legisla-
tor comes to specialize, he tends to become
an expert in his area of speclalization. But
this in turn presupposes that he has suffi-
clent opportunity to become familiar with
the often highly technical aspects of mod-
ern legislation. This he cannot do if his com-
mittee tenure is of short duration. From this
vantage point at least, there is much to be
sald for retaining senlority as a criterion in
guiding committee assignments."”

Few defenders of the existing system argue
that it s always beneficial. “There is rarely
a time,'" writes Willlam S, White, “when
some dunderhead is not at the head of some
committee by the mere inexorable workings
of seniority.” This, however, proves to be the
exception in both chambers, where scores of
committees and 536 men and women figure in
a complicated hierarchical system. It is also
true that on many committees legislators of
extraordinary talent and wisdom are influ-
ential, even though they have achieved no
specific hierarchical status.

Other ways have been suggested of select-
ing committee chairmen, but, as White ob-
serves, none of them is a viable alternative
to senlority. The most frequently suggested
reform—that committee members should
elect thelr own chairmen—would plunge the
system into a three-ring circus of logrolling
and yote-trading: You give me a vote here
and I will give you a vote on that bill of yours.
Such infighting “would produce a lobbying
chaos . . . in which ‘outside’ pressures, not
all of the necessarily beneficent and for-
ward-looking and disinterested, could sim-
ply tear the place apart.”

“Nor could there possibly be any objec-
tive standard upon which objective men
could rely,” White adds.

When members are repeatedly returned to
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their seats they begin to feel the fruits of
seniority and their objections to it gradually
lessen. Most members have more faith In
committee chairmen than the reformers do—
a conviction that these senior members know
best how to run Congress.

Seniority survives because none of the pro-
posed alternatives seems as likely to serve
as well in selecting the right men. White
points out that Congress *is no more able—
even if it were willing, as it is not now and
never will be—to repeal the claims of se-
niority than any human enterprise is able to
repeal the clailms of the synonyms of se-
niority: experience, capacity, earned prestige,
personal influence through personal power.”

Seniority s essentially the strength of
Congress. It ensures that the personal power
and prestige of the men who run the com-
mittees shall not fall aimlessly into inex-
perienced hands, into the laps of wild-eyed
reformers eager to manufacture a new set of
social reforms, or ald the progressive erosion
of congressional power by becoming the ad-
Jutors of the “presidential party.” And, too,
senlority enhances the quality of legislation
by requiring that congressional leaders
absorb a long series of lessons about laws,
men, and justice, And it further requires that
such individuals merit the support and earn
the approval of their constituents.

“What the defenders of the senlority rule
are really saying,” Burns admits, “is that
given our present congressional party sys-
tem, a seniority rule is inevitable. And in this
they are correct. By the same token, an end
of the rule depends on the end of the system.”

To this Willlam White replies that “any
reform of the kind proposed by Burns and by
a good many others would within five years
of its acceptance be no reform at all. The
realities of legislative life , .. will not accom-
modate themselves to theoretical designs
resting upon such splendid abstractions as
‘progressive . . . forward-looking'—desligns
formed far from the scene of dally action.”

But the point is that the reformers are
slowly gaining ground. Those who favor
essentially the present system must gird
themselves for a lengthy siege.

GOVERNMENT SERVICES TO COM-
MERCIAL BANKS

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
‘marks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr, PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to include in the Recorp at this
point an interesting series of correspond-
ence which I have had with a commer-
cial banker on the subject of free services
provided by commercial banks to the
Government. Too often it is overlooked
that banks are the ones who enjoy a
bonanza at the expense of the American
taxpayer, particularly with respect to
the $2.5 billion of interest-free funds
that banks hold in their Treasury tax
and loan accounts, and I have urged for
many years that this free ride be ended.

As I pointed out in my letter to Mr.
Smith, member banks of the Federal Re-
serve System are examined free of
charge. Commercial banks can build up a
bad debt reserve of 2.4 percent of out-
standing loans. Since 1956 this has en-
abled the commercial banks to write off
about $2,442 million more against loan
income than actual loan losses that
amounted to $1,563 million. As you can
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see, this is guite a tax subsidy. Commer-
cial banks during 1965 had net losses on
loans of about $324 million but they
wrote off roughly $781 million from tax-
able income. That writeoff reduced their
Federal income taxes by more than $203
million in only 1 year: that is about 26
percent on $781 million. Of course, other
businesses pay a rate of about 50 percent
and some of your biggest banks pay on a
rate as low as 14 or 15 percent. The pres-
tigious Mellon National Bank & Trust
Co.’s rate was less than 19 percent in
1966.

The common trust fund in a commer-
cial bank’s trust department is complete-
ly tax exempt, another huge subsidy that
commercial banks enjoy. And, of course,
interest paid on time deposits are tax
free and the tax-exempt municipal
bonds, of which commerecial banks hold
a huge bulk, are not taxable. Banks also
enjoy long-term capital gains on securi-
ties at the favorable rate of 25 percent.
Losses on securities are used to offset
ordinary income which would otherwise
be taxable at the 48-percent corporate
income tax rate.

The greatest gift to the commercial
banking industry by the Government is
their ability to create money on the
credit of the Federal Government free of
all charge by the fractional reserve sys-
tem. The interest charged on loans
which result from the fractional reserve
privilege is also part of a commerecial
bank’s profit.

Mr. L. D. Smith, of the Marine Bank &
Trust Co., of Tampa, Fla., has outlined
his case in the following letter to which
my letter of April 10 responds:

MARINE BANK & TrRUST Co.,
Tampa, Fla., April 4, 1967.
Hon. WRIGHT PATMAN,
Chairman, Banking and Currency Committee,
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DeAR CONGRESSMAN PATMAN: Your reply of
March 20 to my letter of March 14, 1967 is
interesting but hardly reassuring.

You ask me to be specific, in extension of
comments in my earlier letter referring some-
what critically to some of your positions and
actions which have been held to be less
statesmanlike than might have been expected
from one with your long experience and rank
in Congress.

I shall be specific, at this time, on only one
subject.

From time to time, you have undertaken
to have the Treasury Department require the
payment of interest by banks on Treasury
Tax and Loan deposits.

I feel, strongly that you are unaware of, or,
perhaps, are not making due allowance for,
the fact that the commercial banks render
invaluable, extensive, continuous, and skilled
service to the public and to the Treasury, the
cost of which to the government, if paid for
commensurably with going rates for profes-
sional service of such a high order, would be
shocking to those now obtaining such service
practically free. It would be surprising, to you
probably, if it could be arrived at.

The number, extent, variety and exacting
nature of such services is little understood
or adequately appreciated, even by the Treas-
ury Department, in my opinion.

I refer, particularly, to the services ren-
dered to the Treasury Department in issuing,
redeeming, and obtaining the reissuance of
U.S. Savings bonds for the holders.

The only direct and tangible compensa-
tion banks receive for this continuous and
exacting service is the small fee they are
paid for redeeming (over the counter) sav-
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ings bonds, Serles E, and whatever small
profit can be earned from their Treasury Tax
and Loan accounts, These balances have to be
secured with collateral, they are demand de-
posits, and are withdrawn at the Treasury’s
pleasure (which means that they are usually
left for rather short periods). This seems to
be especially true these days, in view of the
heavy calls on the Treasury, due to the war
effort and constantly expanding government
on all other fronts. It also seems to me that
the tempo of withdrawals very probably has
been increased, elther intentionally or un-
consciously since you uttered your more re-
cent criticisms and charges that the banks
are ' being unduly enriched at the public's
expense thru Tax and Loan deposits.

There is a basic law that banks may not
pay interest on demand deposits, which you
should bear in mind. Purthermore, the banks
have the duty and responsibility of collect-
ing the taxes and proceeds from the sale of
government securities, and accounting for
them according to rigid rules. This involves
much service.

The service extended, in advising with
existing and potential holders of government
securities, particularly savings bonds, is sur-
prising and its extent is largely unknown to
any except those directly involved in dealing
with the public. Redemptions, except the
simplest, have to be forwarded to a Fiscal
Agent, or to Chicago or to the Treasury,
which involves considerable work and ex-
pense. Usually, there is delay, at which the
bondholder fumes.

The unusual and varied nature of many
of these transactions requires that someone
with long experience handle them. This
means considerable expense to the bank. No
two transactions seem to be alike, and it
is amazing how involved and troublesome
some of them are.

Recently, it has occurred to me that I
have been handling such matters ever since
the first Liberty Loan bonds were issued,
about the time of World War I, and I do not
recall that the two banks with which I have
been connected during all that time have
ever recelved more than very scant thanks,
nor can I recall that I, personally, have ever
received the first word of thanks from anyone
connected with the government, Of course,
I expected none, wanting only to serve the
government, too much of the time because it
was at war, declared or otherwise, and to
serve the public because somehow, the public
looks to the banks (as the banks would have
it) for financial guldance and assistance.

It does seem, however, that the banks
might be compensated better, rather than
worse, and that at least some sparse words of
thanks might be in order now and then.

Yours very truly,
L. D. SmrTH.
HoUsSE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
CoOMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY,
Washington, D.C., April 10, 1967.
Mr, L. D. SMmITH,
Marine Bank & Trust Co.,
Tampa, Fla.

Dear Mr. Smrre: Thank you for your let-
ter of April 4 concerning the free use by
commercial banks of public funds. I fully
agree that commercial banks should be com-~
pensated for any and all services to the pub-
lie. I further believe that interest should be
paid on the approximately $5 billion annual
average balance in the Treasury Tax and
Loan accounts.

I should also remind you that the Marine
Bank & Trust Company is examined by the
Federal Reserve System free of charge to you,
Also, the annual additions to your bad debt
reserve of 2.4 percent are roughly 15 or 16
times the industry's actual loss experience.
The difference represents a huge tax subsidy.
Furthermore, your common trust fund in
your trust department, if you have one, is
completely tax-exempt. Also, you can deduct
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the interest paid on time deposits and buy
tax-exempt municipal bonds. Also, your long-
term gains on securities are taxed at the fa-
vorable 25 percent rate, while any losses may
be used to off-set ordinary income otherwise
taxable at the 48 percent rate—another in-
stance of tax favoritism toward banks,

Furthermore, you are permitted to create
money on the credit of the government free
of charge, by the fractional reserve privilege,
and keep for yourself all the interest charged
consumers, small businessmen, and other
borrowers.

In conclusion, it would seem to me that
any alleged subsidy the banking industry
gives to the government is far outweighed by
the subsidy the banking industry receives
from the government as indicated above.

Sincerely yours,
WRIGHT PATMAN,
Chairman.

TEXAS SCHOOL OFFICIAL BLAMES
COLLEGES FOR SLOWDOWN IN
STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM

Mr. PATMAN, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is no
secret that the guaranteed student loan
program, authorized by the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965, has not been as suc-
cessful as had been anticipated.

One of the reasons I have suggested
for the slowdown is that commercial
banks have been slow to go into this pro-
gram. In recent weeks, the American
Bankers Association has made it clear
that it is demanding a $35 fee from the
Government for each loan made before it
will put its mark of stamp of approval.

Mr. L. E. Boze, assistant superintend-
ent of the Grand Prairie Public Schools,
has suggested a supplemental reason for
the lag in college loans. While pointing
out that the Grand Prairie State Bank
has been extremely cooperative in mak-
ing student loans, Mr. Boze suggests that
the trouble lies with the colleges and uni-
versities. In a letter to me, Mr. Boze
wrote:

They (the colleges and universities) simply
will not tell the students, public school peo-
ple, (counselors and principals) the avall-
ability of such loans. We have found it next
to impossible to even find that such a loan
is possible for a college student to obtain.

I am including in my remarks a copy
of Mr. Boze's letter so that when hear-
ings on the student guarantee loan pro-
gram are resumed by the House Educa-
tion and Labor Committee, members will
have the opportunity to consider Mr.
Boze's feelings:

GRAND PRAIRIE PUBLIC SCHOOLS,
Grand Prairie, Tex., September 20, 1967.
Hon. WRIGHT PATMAN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C,

DeAR MRr. Patman: I read with interest an
article in the Dallas Morning News concern-
ing, “United Student Aid Funds, Inc.”. I am
sure through the publication of this article
more students, parents, administrators and
counselcrs are better informed about this
project. I think your remarks have merit, and
may encourage more banks to make these
funds available to college students. I would
like to thank you for this.
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I thought you would like to know that the
Grand Prairie State Bank has made such
loans avallable to our students. Mr. Durwood
Sutton, President, has taken a personal in-
terest in making these loans. I might sug-
gest that if more bankers were better in-
formed and that these forms be simplified to
the extent that it would not be so difficult
for the banks to meet the requirements to
make these loans, it would help. Mr. Sutton,
personally, spent many hours in studying
these forms and requirements. He made sev-
eral telephone calls to the numerous col-
leges and universities as well as to the fund
headquarters In New York, in order to get
all the information needed to complete the
applications. It was most difficult to get all
information necessary from the colleges and
universities,

I feel the trouble lles with the colleges
and universities, rather than the banks. They
simply will not tell the students, public
school people, (counselors and principals)
the availability of such loans. We have found
it next to impossible to even find that such
a loan is possible for a college student to
obtain.

If you could help us with the colleges
and universities in getting this information
to all public schools, it would be most help-
ful.

Sincerely yours,
L. E. Boze,
Assistant Superintendent.

GRAND JURORS CHARGE CURBS IN
CRIME FIGHT

Mr. BRINKLEY, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Dowpy] may extend
his remarks at this point in the ReEcorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Speaker, it is with
a grateful feeling toward the recently
adjourned grand jury for the District of
Columbia that I read into the Recorp
a news item from the Washington Post
of September 28, 1967. It is on the third
page of section B, but deserved a place
on the front page of the first section.

It refers to the unanimous action of the
grand jurors in writing a letter which
should lay at rest the idea in the minds
of some, if not most of officialdom, that
the Negro population does not want the
laws enforced. The composition of this
grand jury was predominantly Negro,
and its members unanimously soundly
condemned the handcuffing of law en-
forcement in the District of Columbia.
I commend them for their courageous
action.

The article referred to follows:
GRAND JURORS CHARGE CURBS IN CRIME FIGHT

The outgoing Grand Jury No. 1 for the
District of Columbia, in an unprecedented
move, yesterday sent a letter to the editor
of The Washington Post strongly attacking
what it called the limitations imposed upon
police, prosecutors and judges in their fight
against crime.

The letter was signed by 19 of the 23
members of the jury with a notation that
the remaining four, although unable to be
present at its composition, gave their ap-
proval to its contents.

It stated in part that “we feel the pendu-
lum has swung too far. After two months of
duty we find ourselves amazed and shocked
at the exaggerated consideration given those
who roam our streets indulging themselves
in acts of the most outrageous nature.”
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“If you happen to murder someone in the
near future, feel free to confess to one or a
hundred people. Unless you are informed of
your rights in the most precise terminology,
the odds are that the judiclary branch will
see to your freedom.”

Officials of the U.S. Attorney's office said
that the letter had been drafted and sent
without their knowledge or consent.

Strictly speaking, a grand jury s prohib-
ited from taking such an action. Each juror
is under oath not to discuss any phase of
his activities or cases he hears inside the
grand jury room.

The jury was dismissed Monday after sit-
ting five days a week for eight weeks. It was
predominantly Negro in composition.

A BILLION DOLLARS

Mr. BRINKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. FRIEDEL] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection,

Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Speaker, the Na-
tion’s insurance industry has demon-
strated its confidence in the efficacy of
the rent supplemental program. Most of
the initial portions of the $1 billion they
have pledged to invest in rebuilding slum
areas is slated to go into housing for
tenants eligible to receive rent supple-
ments. Surely, Congress will not turn its
back on this industrywide project and
the Nation's poor by rejecting funds to
continue the recent supplement program.

As the Baltimore Sun noted in a re-
cent editorial, the $1 billion will provide
as many as 80,000 dwelling units. How-
ever, urban renewal and highway con-
struction alone destroy more units than
this each year. We need closer to 2 mil-
lion new housing units per year, most of
them for low-income families. The in-
surance industry has taken a promising
first step. Congress must join in the
battle too.

Under unanimous consent I insert the
editorial at this point in the REcorb:

A BrLrioN DOLLARS

Life insurance companies plan to invest
$1 billilon in housing mortgages in clty
slums. This will be a good start, but more
will be needed. A billion dollars will pro-
vide maybe 80,000 dwelling units. Urban re-
newal and highway building destroy more
units than that each year. A bullding asso-
ciation official says there is a need for two
million new dwelling units a year, much of
it for the poor, but there has never been
a two milllon-unit year. This year only 1.2
million units will be built.

According to the 1960 census there were
10.6 million units of substandard housing,
43 million in urban places, The percentage
of substandard housing in most cities had
decreased by 1965, but that is for the city
or metropolitan area as a whole. In the slums,
if Watts is typlcal, the situation is worse
than in 1960: dilapidated units up from 38
to b per cent in five years, deteriorating units
up from 12 to 28 per cent, according to a
speclal census,

The Insurance companies, and the John-
son Administration, are to be applauded for
the new plan. Money is the catalyst slums
need. Private money is desperately needed.
There could never be enough Government
money. David Rockefeller estimates the need
at five private dollars for every one publie
dollar. The Iimportance of the insurance
companies’ announcement is that it signifies
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faith that money can be profitably put to use
in areas increasingly shunned by big in-
vestors. If the experiment works, other glant
financial institutions could be expected to
follow.

SUPPORT FOR S. 780

Mr. BRINKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. FRIEDEL] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to take a moment to draw the at-
tention of the Members to the fact that
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce has recently concluded hear-
ings on air pollution control legislation
and has reported a bill on this subject
to the House, S. 780.

The public has—rightly so, in my
opinion—become increasingly concerned
about the steady deterioration of the
quality of our atmosphere. The Presi-
dent gave voice to these feelings in his
message to the Congress last January
30 when he said:

This situation does not exist because it was
inevitable, nor because it cannot be con-
trolled. Air pollution is the inevitable conse-
quence of neglect. It can be controlled when
that neglect is no longer tolerated.

The people of this country are de-
manding an end to such neglect. The
reasons for their attitude are numerous.
The most important reason, in my view,
is that air pollution is a menace to the
health of our citizens in many parts of
the Nation. The Surgeon General, Dr.
William H. Stewart, in testimony to the
committee, detailed some of the adverse
medical consequences of breathing pol-
luted air. He pointed out that air pollu-
tion is associated with many chronic
respiratory diseases; including emphy-
sema, bronchitis, and lung cancer. Air
pollution also corrodes and destroys
property, limits visibility, and depresses
the human spirit.

The legislation reported by the Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce Committee
would provide a basis for bold new efforts
to combat this problem. In line with the
President’s recommendations, it would
afford new impetus to joint action by the
Federal Government, States, localities,
industry, and concerned citizens. Such
a concerted attack on the problem is to
be welcomed. I am particularly pleased
by provisions which would place major
responsibility upon the Governors of the
States and at the same time expand the
support and guidance to be furnished
the States by the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare.

In my opinion, prompt approval of the
new air pollution legislation by the
House will be a major step to protect the
interests of the American people and I
urge all my colleagues to support 8. 780.

STRONG MOVES FOR AIR SAFETY

Mr, BRINKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
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from Maryland [Mr. FRIEDEL] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. FRIEDEL, Mr. Speaker, the Phila-
delphia Inquirer of September 21 com-
pliments the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration for stiffening air safety rules to
hold down chances of fires aboard planes
that make crash landings and to speed
passenger exit from planes under these
circumstances.

The Inquirer notes that this move
complements President Johnson’s call
for a new program of air safety, and his
own budget amendment, now before the
Senate, for several hundred additional
air traffic controllers on the FAA staff.

The Administration should be compli-
mented for such timely action aimed at
keeping pace with the unprecedented
growth in air travel. By these moves,
many lives have been saved.

I insert the Inquirer editorial in the
REecorp at this point:

STRONG MOVES FOR AIR SAFETY

Everyone who uses the commercial airlines,
or expects to use them, has a personal stake
in the move by the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration to stiffen air safety rules aimed at
reducing fire dangers and to speed up escape
from planes forced to make crash landings.

The new regulations, scheduled to take
effect between next October 24 and October
1, 1969, seem to be soundly calculated to save
lives and reduce injuries, if not entirely
eliminate them in many accidents. Clifford
W. Walker, FAA's deputy associate adminis-
trator, sums up a great deal in pointing out
that after years of development, alirliners
are being built that “will take a real bat-
tering" without serious harm to passengers.

Under such circumstances, it is a life-
and-death matter to get passengers out of
the aircraft “before fire, fumes or something
else gets them.” A major requirement is that
new planes must have enough exits for a full
load of passengers to get out in 90 seconds
using exits on only one side. Furthermore, it
is to be up to the manufacturers rather than
the airline to demonstrate this capability.
Present regulations put responsibility on the
alrline, and allow 120 seconds. Other rule
changes facilitate this aim,

All of these requirements seem to make
sense. They nicely complement President
Johnson's call for a new program of ailr
safety and aviation control in keeping with
the increases in aviation activity which, this
year alone, have been double the anticipated
rate. The more stringent requirements will
mean little, however, unless matched by ade-
guate air traffic controls, airport safety
equipment and safety personnel in the field.

DAY CARE PROGRAM

Mr. BRINKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. FRASER] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, on Thurs-
day I introduced H.R. 13194, a bill to
provide day care for children from low-
income families, and for other purposes.
This bill would amend title V of the
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Economic Opportunity Act of 1964. The
language in my bill is the same as that
now being considered by the Senate dur-
ing its debate on proposed amendments
to the Economic Opportunity Act. It is
important, in my opinion, that this pro-
poslii.l be debated fully in the House as
well,

There is no question that improved
day care programs, particularly for the
children of low-income families, are
needed in the United States. As the re-
port of the Senate Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare points out, one of
the few poverty groups that have in-
creased in size in recent years have been
families headed by females. An effective
day care program could become a real
means for such women to achieve self-
sufficiency. Following is the section of
the Senate committee report on the pro-
gram:

DAy CARE PROGRAM
A. FINDINGS

Poor familles with female heads are one
of the few poverty groups which have in-
creased in size during the past 7 years. The
number of children living in such families
grew from 4 million in 1960 to 4.4 million in
1966. This increase occurred mostly among
families with five or more children.

There are two means through which these
families can escape poverty. One is through
an income-maintenance program—by in-
creasing payments under public assistance
or by adopting an alternative program, such
as a family allowance or negative income
tax. The other is to provide training and
employment opportunities so that the moth-
ers are able to support their families, but to
do this would require child-care services
when the mother is at work.

The income maintenance approach has
not been considered by the committee but
the latter type of approach is within our
current interest because the various train-
ing and job-creation pro contained in
the committee bill will offer new opportuni-
ities to these women.

The committee bhelieves that mothers
should have a meaningful choice between
adequate income support and employment,
including combinations of the two. They
should be nelther forced to work nor denied
the opportunity to gain employment. But if
they choose to work, they should be assured
that their children will receive proper care.

Throughout the country the committee
has heard statements about the insufficiency
of day-care programs. This testimony has
come from civic leaders, professional social
workers, and poor persons who would utilize
such services if available. A modest program
for Federal assistance for day care Is con-
tained in the Social Security Act, and Con-
gress Is considering amendments to expand
this activity. However, this program is ad-
ministered solely by Departments of Welfare
and is almed primarily at familles which
recelve public assistance, and therefore ex-
cludes hundreds of thousands of poor fam-
ilies which could utilize a day-care program
as a means of achleving self-sufficlency."”

The committee, therefore, recommends a
new day-care program as part B of title V
of the Economic Opportunity Act.

B. LEGISLATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS
1. Purpose

The purpose of the program would be to
provide day care for children from low-in-
come familles or other familles residing in
urban and rural areas having large concen-
trations or proportions of low-income per-
sons, This would enable parents or relatives
of such children to undertake or continue
vocational training, basic education, or gain-
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ful employment. It is intended that the pro-
gram focus primarily on children of those
persons who are entering training and ad-
vancing to employment and that it should
be used to fill the interstices not covered by
other day-care programs (sec. 521).
' 2. Financial Assistance
The bill authorizes the Director to make
grants to appropriate public agencles and
private organizations for day-care programs,
including health, education, soclial, and
other supportive services, and the costs of
renovation and alteration of physical fa-
cilities, if necessary (sec. 522(a)). Federal
assistance may not exceed 90 percent of the
cost of such programs. If appropriate, such
assistance may be provided in conjunction
with or supplementary to other federally
alded day-care programs.

3. Participants

Preference should be glven to children
from poor families or familles in poverty
areas whose parents or relatives desire to
accept employment or to undertake voca-
tional training or basic education under this
act or related programs (sec. 522(c) ). Where
a family is not in the low-income category
or through employment rises above the pov-
erty line, that family may be charged part
or all of the cost of services received (sec.
522(b) ). This is permitted because the com-
mittee looks with favor upon a reasonable
mixture of income levels and does not feel
that a family should be barred from partic-
ipation when, as a result of work, it is able to
rise above the poverty line. Partial payment
is allowable because some families cannot
afford the full cost since their income will
not be very far above the poverty line.

4. Training

An expansion of day care in the United
States will require additional trained per-
sonnel. To meet this need, the bill requires
that training be provided to welfare recipi-
ents and other low-income persons so that
they can fill the new jobs which are created.

The text of the bill follows:
HR.13194
A bill to provide day care for children from
low-income familles, and for other pur-
poses

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

Secrion 1. For the purpose of carrying out
programs under this Act, there is hereby
authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1968, the sum of $35,-
000,000.

DAY CARE PROJECTS

Sec. 2, Title V of the Economie Opportu-
nity Act of 1964 is amended by adding the
following new part at the end thereof:

“PART B—DAY CARE PROJECTS
“STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

“Sec, 521. The purpose of this part is to
provide day care for children from low-
income families or from urban and rural
areas having large concentratlions or propor-
tions of low-income persons in order to en-
able the parents or relatives of such chil-
dren to choose to undertake or to continue
vocational training, basic education, or gain-
ful employment,

"GRANTS FOR DAY CARE PROJECTS

“Sec, 522. (a) The Director is authorized to
make grants to appropriate public agencles
and private organizations to pay not to ex-
ceed 80 per centum of the cost of projects
under which children from low-income fam-
ililes or from urban and rural areas with
large concentrations or proportions of low-
income persons may recelve day care. Such
day care projects shall provide health, edu-
cation, social, and such other supportive
services as may be needed. Project costs pay-
able under this part may Include costs of
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renovation and alternation of physical facili-
tles. Financial assistance under this section
may be provided in conjunction with or to
supplement day care projects under the So-
cial Security Act or other relevant statutes.

*(b) The Director may require a family
which is not a low-income family to make
payment, In whole or in part, for the day
care services provided under this program
where the family's financial condition is, or
becomes through employment or otherwise,
such as to make such payment appropriate.

“{e) In carrying out the provisions of this
part, the Director shall give preference to
projects providing day care for children from
low-income families or from urban and rural
areas with large concentrations or propor-
tions of low-income persons whose parents
or relatives desire to accept employment or to
undertake vocational tralning or basic edu-
cation under this and other Acts.

“(d) The Director and the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare shall take all
necessary steps to coordinate programs under
their jurisdictions which provide day care,
with a view to establishing, insofar as pos-
sible, a common set of program standards and
regulations, and mechanisms for coordina-
tion at the State and local levels. The Direc-
tor shall give preference to applicants which
show evidence of coordination and coopera-
tion between their projects and other day
care programs in the areas which they will
serve.

“(e) Each project to which payments are
made hereunder shall provide for a thorough
evaluation. This evaluation shall be con-
ducted by such agency or independent public
or private organization as the Director shall
designate, with a view to determining, among
other things, the extent to which the day care
provided may have increased the employ-
ment of parents and relatives of the children
served, the extent to which such day care
may have reduced the costs of ald and serv-
ices to such children, the extent to which
such children have received health and edu-
cational benefits, and the extent to which
the project has been coordinated with other
day care activities in the area served. Up to
100 per centum of the costs of evaluation
may be pald by the Director from funds ap-
propriated for the purposes of carrying out
this part. Such evaluations, together with a
report on the program described in this part,
shall be included in the report required by
section 608,

“TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT OF PUBLIC ASSIST-
ANCE RECIPIENTS IN DAY CARE PROJECTS

“Sec. 523. (a) The Director, the Secretary
of Labor, and the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare shall take all necessary
steps in the operation of vocational training,
work experience, and basic education pro-
grams under their jurisdiction to train un-
employed or low-income individuals in day
care projects under this part.

“(b) In carrying out the provisions of this
part, the Director shall give preference to
projects in which unemployed or low-income
individuals are to be employed including
individuals receiving or eligible to receive as-
sistance under the Social Security Act.

“DURATION OF PROGRAMS

“Sec. 524, The Director shall carry out the
programs provided for In this part during
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, and the
two succeeding fiscal years.”

(b) The heading of title V of the Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964 is amended
to read as follows:

“TITLE V—WORK EXPERIENCE, TRAIN-
ING, AND DAY CARE PROGRAMS"

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair lays before the House the following
personal requests:
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Mr. WHALEN (at the request of Mr.
GeraLd R. Forp), for today, on account
of official business.

Mr. Price of Texas (at the request of
Mr. GeraLp R, Forp), for today, on ac-
count of official business.

Mr. MeskiLL (at the request of Mr.
GeraLD R. Forp), for today, on account
of official business.

Mr. NeELsEN (at the request of Mr.
GeraLp R. Forp), for today, on account
of illness in his family.

Mr. BurkE of Florida (at the request
of Mr. GeraLp R. Forp), for today, on
account of official business.

Mr. BeviLL (at the request of Mr.
Bogags), for today, on account of official
business.

Mr. Tavror (at the request of Mr.
Boaes), for today, on account of official
business.

Mr. GALIFIANAKIS (at the request of Mr.
Boges), for today, on account of official
business.

Mr. Hacan (at the request of Mr.
Bocaes), for today, on account of official
business.

Mr. HENDERSON (at the request of Mr.
Boces), for today, on account of official
business.

Mr. JoNEs of North Carolina (at the
request of Mr. Boces), for today, on ac-
count of official business.

Mr. KorNEGAY (af the request of Mr.
Boces), for today, on account of official
business.

Mr. LenNoN (at the request of Mr.
Boces), for today, on account of official
business.

Mr. NicuoLs (at the request of Mr.
Boges), for today, on account of official
business.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I would like to raise
an issue, that two of the gentlemen that
asked for official leave, to be absent from
sessions from the House of Representa-
tives, are among those who have been
urging the Speaker to have sessions
through Saturday, and to start sessions
at 11 o’clock in the morning. I would like
to know if this really is official business
these two gentlemen are engaged upon,
or is it some other kind of mission?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VANIK. I yield to the minority
leader.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I did not hear the full observation or
comment of the gentleman from Ohio,
but I would only say this: To my knowl-
edge, in my 19 years here, I have never
heard anybody on either side of the aisle
challenge the good faith of a Member
who was seeking leave of absence on ac-
count of official business.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I have re-
served the right to object. I was wonder-
ing if the distinguished minority leader
might be able to clear up the question I
raised about these gentlemen, who are
among those who are very much re-
sponsible for our being here on a bill
which we could have finished yesterday.
They asked for sessions on Friday and
Saturday, and they are not here today,
and now they have asked for official
leave of absence. I think this is a per-
fectly bona fide request, and I would like
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to know, I would like to be assured they
are truly involved in something that re-
lates to the business of the House of
Representatives.

Mr, GERALD R. FORD, Mr. Speaker,
let me repeat a little differently what I
said a moment ago: We have never chal-
lenged the veracity of a Member who
asked for a leave of absence or the basis
on which a Member asked for leave of
absence based on the signature of the
leader. We do not intend to in the future.
We have to do a great deal of business
in this Chamber based on faith and trust
in one another. I assume when a Member
on this side of the aisle asks for a leave
of absence on account of official business,
that it is for a legitimate purpose. I do
not know in this particular case the pre-
cise details, but I would suggest the gen-
tleman make his inquiry to the Chair
and not to me.

Mr, HAYS. Mr, Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr, VANIK. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I think it
would be fair to assume the two gentle-
men in question are on official business
and that the letter they sent was a little
pleasant demagoguery which did not add
too much to anything.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I will with-
draw my opposition, but I think the point
has been made. I certainly appreciate
the position of the majority leader and
the minority leader when they submit
these requests on behalf of Members.
I think the 28 signers of the letter com-
plaining about slowness of business in
the House of Representatives have, in
effect, questioned the actions of the en-
tire House of Representatives. I think,
insofar as they have done this, and tried
to discipline the entire House, they
themselves are subject to question in
their motives and in their own attend-
ance records in the House.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The several personal requests were
agreed to.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp, or to revise and extend remarks
was granted to:

Mr. McCorMAcK (at the request of Mr.
McFaLL) and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. FINDLEY.

Mr. MiLLER of California.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. BRINKLEY) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr, PICKLE.

Mr. Rocers of Florida.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BRINKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 1 o’clock and 57 minutes p.m.),
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Monday, October 2, 1967,
at 12 o’clock noon.
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1112, A letter from the Board of Commis~
sioners, District of Columbia, transmitting
coples of reports of every institution, orga-
nization, corporation or association other
than the United States Government, govern-
ment of the District of Columbia, and foreign
governments, owning property exempt under
provisions of the act defining the real prop-
erty exempt from taxation In the District
of Columbia, pursuant to the provisions of
Public Law 77-846; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

1113. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Interior, transmitting a report of
receipt of project proposals, pursuant to the
provisions of section 10 of the Small Recla-
mation Projects Act of 1956; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

1114. A letter from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, T.S.
Department of Justice, transmitting a report
on a certain case involving suspension of
deportation, pursuant to the provisions of
section 244(a) (1) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act of 1952, as amended; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

1115. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Becretary for Administration, Department of
the Interior, transmitting a report of receipts
and expenditures for fiscal year 1967, pur-
suant to the provisions of 43 U.S.C. 1331, et
seq.; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

1116. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief of
Engineers, Department of the Army, dated
August 11, 1967, submitting a report together
with accompanying papers and illustrations,
on a survey of Point Roberts, Wash., author-
ized by the River and Harbor Act approved
July 14, 1860; to the Committee on Public
Works.

1117. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief
of Engineers, Department of the Army, dated
August 25, 1967, submitting a report, together
with accompanying papers and illustrations,
on a review of the report on Calcasleu River
and Pass, La. requested by a resclution of
the Committee on Public Works, House of
Representatives, adopted May 29, 1962; to
the Committee on Public Works,

1118. A letter from the Acting Chalrman,
Atomic Energy Commission, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to amend the
Euratom Cooperation Act of 1958, as
amended; to the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ABERNETHY :

H.R. 13237. A bill to amend title 46, sec~
tion 1169, to provide for construction aid for
certain vessels operating on the inland rivers
and waterways; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. BATTIN:

H.R. 13238, A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a
definition of food supplements, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

H.R. 13239. A bill to amend section 40863
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BUCHANAN:

H.R. 13240, A bill to amend title 13, United
States Code, to limit the categories of ques-
tions required to be answered under penalty
of law in the decennial censuses of popula-
tion, unemployment, and housing, and for
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other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.
By Mr. DOW:

H.R. 13241. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act to authorize
certain grants for rehabllitation of the lakes
of the United States; to the Committee on
Public Works.

By Mr. FARBSTEIN:

H.R, 13242, A bill to amend title I of the
National Housing Act to provide Insurance
thereunder of loans made for the purchase
of dwelling units in cooperative housing
projects, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on and Currency.

H.R. 13243. A bill to amend title I of the

Housing Act of 1949 to require that any
rental or cooperative housing constructed in
the redevelopment of an urban renewal area
shall be designed for low- and middle-in-
come groups; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.
H.R. 13244, A bill to amend section 213 of
the National Housing Act to provide that
mortgages covering middle-income consum-
er cooperative housing projects may be in-
sured thereunder up to the full amount of
the replacement cost of such projects; to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

HR. 13245. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to extend the head of
household benefits to unremarried widows
and widowers, and certain single other per-
sons, who maintain their own households;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HERLONG:

HR., 13246, A bill to amend sections
802(b) and 902(c) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 19564 to reduce the 60-percent re-
quirement to 25 percent between first and
second levels and to include third-level for-
elgn corporations in the tax credit structure
if the 25-percent test is met; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SIKES:

H. Con. Res. 515. Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress with
respect to the ellmination of the Castro
Communist regime of Cuba; to the Commit-
tee on Forelgn Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BATTIN:

H.R.13247. A bill for the relief of Aiko

Eim; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey:

H.R. 13248. A bill for the rellef of Pasquale
Dll Meglio; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

FRripAy, SEPTEMEER 29, 1967
The Senate met at 12 o'clock noon,
and was called to order by the Acting
President pro tempore (Mr. METCALF) .
The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown

Harris, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Eternal God, Father of our spirits, with
a faith that will not shrink though
pressed by every foe, we would this day
climb the altar steps which lead through.
darkness up to Thee. For our greatest
need is of Thee. .

In this day of destiny for us and for
the world, make us worthy of our high
calling as keepers of the sacred flame.

The arm of flesh is futile. Thine alone,
O Lord, is the greatness and the power.
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